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her national integrity In the face of con-
tinued relentless pressures from the Arabs
and others who seek only to profit from the
cil and other resources in the area.

It is to be hoped that the greed, hatred
and culpability which brought on the present
crisis will be overcome by fairness and firm-
ness,

It is also to be hoped that the boundaries
eventually agreed upon will be those which
will not permit Israel to be exposed to the
adventurous whims of her neighbors. Only
the U.S. is likely to assume the burden of
this responsibility and we not only should—
‘we must.

Biack UnioNisTs UrGE SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL

Leading Black trade unionists from across
the country have issued an appeal for the
support of Israel.

“We appeal to our government to provide
Israel with whatever support it requires to de-
fend itself in this hour of need,” declared
a statement published in The New York
Times.

The statement, which was signed by 74
prominent Black unionists, was sponsored by
the A. Philip Randolph Institute. Among
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those signing the statement were A, Philip
Randolph, the ploneer Black trade union
leader, and Frederick O'Neal, president of
the Assocliated Actors and Artists, both of
whom serve as vice presidents of the AFL-
CIO.,

“We have no doubt whatsoever that the de-
feat of Israel In battle would mean the de-
struction of Israel as a state and the anni-
hilation of its population. This must not
happen,” said the statement.

In asking the Arab states to end their hos-
tilities, the Black unionists declared: “The
Arab people will gain nothing from the con-
tinuation of this conflict but more death,
suffering and deprivation. This tragedy will
only end when the Arab states agree to sit
down with Israel and negotiate a peace. When
this happens, it will be a joyous day, not only
for Jew and Arab, but for all mankind. It
will also be a joyous day for Blacks, whose
fate is inseparably linked with the fate of
Jews, as it is with the fate of all oppressed
minorities.”

Now that a cease-fire has been

achieved and the elements of a peace
agreement between Egypt and Israel ap-
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pear to e emerging, we see greater pros-
pects for real peace in the Middle East
than at any time since the 1967 war. This
peace, however, if it is to be viable, must
be based on a mutual respect for the
rights of all the parties to exist. We hope
that the peace agreement now being ne-
gotiated will remove the need for Israel
to ever again fight for her life.

ABSENT FROM QUORUM CALLS
HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, November 13, 1973

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I was absent for guorum call No. 573, and
for rollcalls Nos. 574 and 575 due to com-
mitments I had in my district.

Had I been present and voting, I would
have voted “nay” on rolleall No. 574 and
“yea” on rolleall No. 575.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 14, 1973

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Who shall ascend into the hill of the
Lord? Who shall stand in His holy place?
He that hath clean hands and a pure
heart; who hath not lifted up his soul
unto vanity nor sworn deceitjully.—
Psalms 24: 3, 4.

Draw near to us, our Father, as we
stand in this circle of prayer. Cleanse
our minds from fear, our hearts from
malice, and our spirits from all desires
unworthy of our best selves. As we pray
do Thon take our lives and lift them to
loftier levels of living, permeate them
with higher hopes, make them throb
with nobler impulses, and lead them to
greater moral goals.

Let Thy kingdom come in our land
and in all lands. Make the power of men
to reside in goodness of heart, in the at-
titude of good will, in the spirit of jus-
tice and in the understanding of intel-
ligent minds.

Bless Thou our President, our Speaker,
and Members of Congress. With strong
hearts, free hands and open minds lead
them onward in the path of duty as they
keep their faith in Thee, in our fellow
men and in the ultimate triumph of all
that is right. To the glory of Thy holy
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAEKER. The Chair has ex-
emined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

AUTHENTICATED

U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION
GPO

H.R.3801, An act to extend clvil service
Federal employees group life insurance and
Federal employees health benefits coverage
to U.S. nationals employed by the Federal
Government;

H.RER. 5692, An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to revise the reporting require-
ment contained in subsection (b) of section
1308;

H.R. 8219. An act to amend the Interna-
tional Organizations Immunities Act to au-
thorize the President to extend certain priv-
ileges and immunities to the Organization
of African Unity; and

H.R. 9295, An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands of the United States
to the State of Louisiana for the use of Lou-
islana State University.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 2315. An act relating to the compensa-
tion of employees of Senate committees; and

B. 2681. An act to authorize appropriations
for the U.S. Information Agency.

PROPOSED SOCIAL SECURITY
INCREASE

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, we have
concentrated this year in trying to look
at the budget in the context of overall
spending to a greater extent than
heretofore.

I am not speaking in opposition to the
proposed social security increase which
the House will consider today. In fact,
I expect to vote for it. I seek to put the
increase in perspective as it relates to
overall Government spending.

According to the discussion in the
House on yesterday, the proposed social
szcurity increase will increase spending
and the totality of the Federal debt this
year by $1.1 billion. This will become a
part of the $5 billion in congressional
add-ons this year to the Presidential
January spending budget.

I will discuss the fiscal situation in
greater detail at another point in to-
day’s RECORD,

ENERGY CRISIS—ECONOMIC
CRISIS

(Mr. HANNA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, with all of
the discussions about the energy crisis
we had better realize that it has a part-
ner called the economic crisis. In the
changes that this situation will inevi-
tably bring about there will be many
losers and a few great gainers.

It has been the tradition of democracy
that we try to bring equity and that we
{ry to spread our largess as well as we
can but also spread the suffering wher-
ever we can. I think this puts a great
burden on us in the House to look at pro-
grams that will meet the economic
crisis, because life in America 5 years
from today will be an entirely different
life. In that situation there will be great
travail, and we in the Congress must be
ready for it. Next year, if we have not
shown the American people a better pro-
gram than we have up to now, there will
not only be a cry of impeach the Presi-
dent but a cry of sack the Congress.

BIPARTISAN EFFORT CALLED FOR

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, we have heard much from our
people about getting on with the Na-
tion’s business at this time and forget
Watergate. I would like to note for the
benefit of the Members that I under-
stand this morning there was another
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Republican conference with the Presi-
dent and Members of Congress, with the
result that one Member who came back
to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs an hour late, had certain
amendments requiring unanimous con-
sent, and then, in a pique, called for a
quorum, which is, of course, his legal
right, but he thereby disrupted the com-
mittee and set us back on our work
schedule,

I hope those of us on the majority side
will have the patience, and understand-
ing required in this time of stress, but I
also hope that the minority will not
abuse their rights in the use of legal
processes as I saw them abused in the
Interior Committee this morning.

DISABILITY COMPENSATION FOR
VETERANS

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, today I have
introduced a bill which would provide
for approximately a 15 percent increase
in rates of disability compensation for
disabled veterans. Service-connected dis-
abled veterans received their last in-
crease in compensation on August 1,
1972,

Unfortunately, inflation has had a ser-
ious impact on the adequacy of this pro-
gram, and it will be necessary that the
Congress consider proposed increases in
service-connected compensation needed
to stay abreast of the changes in the
cost-of-living index. We are receiving
many inquiries from the disabled veter-
ans regarding the subject and I thought
it would be useful to Members to know
that it is the plan of the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs to take up this legisla-
tion early next session.

The program of compensation for dis-
abled veterans is a large and important
program. There are presently 2,205,809
disabled veterans from the Nation’s var-
ious wars receiving disability compensa-
tion. The annual ouflay in the Veterans’
Administration budget for this purpose
is approximately $2.2 billion.

DEVELOPMENT OF OIL SHALE

(Mr. CARTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing legislation to provide for a
Manhattan-type project for a program
for the development of gasification of
coal and for extraction of oil from the
billions of tons of oil shale we have in
this country. I submit that such a pro-
gram should be launched immediately
with determination, dedication, and sui-
ficient funding so that we can depend
upon ourselves for our energy supplies
and keep internally and eternally strong.

My colleague and good friend, FrRANK
ALBERT STUBBLEFIELD, of the First District
of Kentucky, joins me in cosponsoring
this legislation. There are vast coal de-
posits in Montana; but there is one
drawback, a shortage of water. There are
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also large coal deposits in Kentucky;
fortunately, Kentucky has surplus water
which can be used in coal gasification.

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that this
would be helpful to our own State of
Eentucky and to the Nation.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 11424) authoriz-
ing appropriations for the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency.

The clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:
HR. 11424

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “United States In-
formation Apgency Appropriations Authorlza-
tion Act of 1973".

Sec. 2. (a) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the United States Informa-
tion Agency for fiscal year 1974, to carry out
international informational activities and
programs under the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948,
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex-
change Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan
Numbered 8 of 1853, and other purposes
authorized by law, the following amounts:

(1) $194,839,000 for “Salaries and expenses”
and “Salaries and expenses (special foreign
currency program)”, except that so much of
such amount as may be appropriated for
“Salaries and expenses (special foreign cur-
rency program)” may be appropriated with-
out fiscal year limitation;

(2) $5,125,000 for “Special international ex-
hibitions” and “Special international exhibi-
tions (special foreign currency program;",
of which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall be
available solely for the Eight Series of Travel-
ing Exhibitions in the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics; and

(3) $1,000,000 for *“Aecquisition and con-
struction of radio facilities”.

Amounts appropriated under paragraphs (2)
and (3) of this subsection are authorized to
remain available until expended.

(b) In addition to amounts authorized by
subsection (a) of this sectlon, there are
authorized to be appropriated without fiscal
year limitation for the United States Infor-
mation Agency for the fiscal year 1974 the
following additional or supplemental
amounts:

(1) not to exceed $7,200,000 for increases in
salary, pay, retirement, or other employee
benefits authorized by law; and

(2) not exceed #§7,450,000 for additional
overseas costs resulting from the devaluation
of the dollar,

Sec. 3. Sectlon 701 of the United States In-
formation and Educational Exchange Act of
1948 is amended to read as follows:

“PRIOR AUTHORIZATION BY CONGRESS

“Spe. 701. (a) Notwithstanding any provi-
sion of law enacted before the date of enact-
ment of the United States Information
Agency Appropriation Authorization Act of
1973, no money appropriated to carry out this
Act shall be available for obligation or ex-
penditure—

*(1) unless the appropriation thereof has
been previously authorized by law; or

“(2) in excess of an amount previously pre-
scribed by law.

“{b) To the extent that legislation enact-
ed after the making of an appropriation to
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carry out this Act authorizes the obligation
or expenditure thereof, the limitation con-
tained in subsection (a) shall have no effect.

“(e) The provisions of this section shall
not be superseded except by a provision of
law enacted after the date of enactment of
the United States Information Agency Ap-
propriation Authorization Act of 1973, which
specifically repeals, modifies, or supersedes
the provisions of this section.

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply with respect to appropriations
made available under the joint resolution en-
titled “Joint resolution making continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1974, and
for other purposes", approved July 1, 1973,
and any provision of law specifically amend-
ing such joint resolution enacted through
October 16, 1973.".

Sec. 4. The United States Information
Agency shall, upon request by Little League
Baseball, Incorporated, authorize the pur-
chase by such corporation of copies of the
film *“Summer Fever”, produced by such
agency in 1972 depicting events in Little
League Baseball in the United States. Except
as otherwise provided by section 501 of the
United States Information and Educational
Exchange Act of 1948, Little League Base-
ball, Incorporated, shall have exclusive rights
to distribute such film for viewing within the
United States In furtherance of the object
and purposes of such corporation as set forth
in section 3 of the Act entitled “An Act to
Incorporate the Little League Baseball, In-
ggp;oratcd"‘ approved July 16, 1964 (78 Stat.

) .

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, several weeks
ago the President vetoed the authoriza-
tion bill for the U.S. Information Agency.
He objected to the inclusion of a provi-
sion that I had introduced on the floor
dealing with access to information in the
possession of the Agency.

The effect of the President’s action
was to kill the USIA authorization meas-
ure. I am not going to argue the consti-
tutional principle involved. Let me say at
the outset that that provision does not
appear in this bill.

In the interval since the President's
veto several things have happened. The
Senate committee has introduced and the
Senate has passed a bill that picks up
many of the provisions that appeared in
the original bill and has also reduced
the authorizations. The conference
agreement of the House and Senate on
the appropriations bill for USIA has been
passed. And the Agency has been bugging
me to get out a bill.

Yesterday I introduced H.R. 11424, the
bill now before the House. Briefly it re-
tains some of the authorized amounts in
the original bill for radio facilities, for
employee benefits, and for devaluation.

The most important change is in the
item for “Salaries and expenses."” The
conferees had agreed on a figure of $196
million to which would be added $7,161,-
000 from the devaluation item, resulting
in an authorization for this purpose of
$203,161,000. Since there was no author-
ization in law to add $1 million to the
item on “International exhibits” for the
purpose of funding the special exhibit in
the Soviet Union to which the President
and Mr. Brezhnev agreed last June, the
appropriation bill omitted that.

The Senate bill reverted to their much
lower authorization for “Salaries and ex-
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penses” and omitted the authorization
for the special exhibition in the Soviet
Union.

What I have done in my bill is to rec-
ommend an authorization of $194,839,000
for ‘“Salaries and expenses.” When
$7.161,000 from the devaluation item is
added to “hat the total is $202 million—
exactly the amount appropriated. I see
no reason to go over the appropriation
figure. I think the Senate conferees will
agree to that.

Section 3 is intended to assure that in
the futury the Agency will not be able to
obligate or expend money unless it has
been previously authorized in law.

Finally, the conferees had agreed in
the original bill to the inclusion of a pro-
vision permitting Little League Baseball,
Inc., to purchase copies of USIA’s film
“Summer Fever” for nonprofit showing
in connection with Little League base-
ball. T have retained this provision in the
bill now before the House.

Mr. Speaker, this is simply a retread
bill that the House and the Senate had
acted upon earlier. It omits, as I said, the
provision to which the President ob-
jected. It brings the authorization figures
into line with the appropriation bill for
USIA.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of a similar Senate bill (8. 2681)
to authorize appropriations for the U.S.
Information Agency.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

8. 2681

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “United States In-
formation Agency Appropriations Authoriza-
tion Act of 1973".

Sec. 2. (a) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the Unlted States Informa-
tion Agency for fiscal year 1974, to carry out
international informational activities and
programs under the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1048,
the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange
Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 8 of 1953, and other purposes author-
ized by law, the following amounts:

(1) £188,124,500 for “Salaries and ex-
penses” and ‘‘Salaries and expenses (special
foreign currency program)"”, except that so

much of such amount as may be appropri-
ated for “Salaries and expenses (special for-
eign currency program)' may be appro-
priated without fiscal year limitation;

(2) #4,125,000 for “Special international
exhibitions” and “Special international ex-

hibitirns (special foreign currency pro-
gram)”, of which not to exceed $1,000,000
shall be available solely for the Eighth Series
of Traveling Exhibitions in the Union of
Soviet Soclalist Republics; and

(3) #£1,000,000 for “Acquisition and con-
struction of radio facilities".

Amounts appropriated under paragraphs
(2) and (3) of this subsection are author-
ized to remain available until expended.
(b) In addition to amounts authorized by
subsection (a) of this section, there are
authorized to be appropriated without fiscal
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year limitation for the United States In-
formation Agency for the fiscal year 1974
the following additional or supplemental
amounts:

(1) not to exceed £7,200,000 for increases
in salary, pay, retirement, or other employee
benefits authorized by law; and

(2) not exceed £7,450,000 for additional
overseas costs resulting from the devaluation
of the dollar.

Sec. 3. Section T01 of the United States
Information and Educational Exchange Act
of 1948 is amended to read as follows:

“PRIOR AUTHORIZATION BY CONGRESS

“Sec. T0l. (a) Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of law enacted before the date of en-
actment of the United States Information
Agency Appropriation futhorization Act of
1973, no money appropriated to carry out
this Act shall be available for obligation
or expenditure—

*“{1) unless the appropriation thereof has
been previously authorized by law; or

“{2) in excess of an amount previously
prescribed by law.

“(b) To the extent that legislation en-
acted after the making of an appropriation
to carry out this Act authorizes the obliga-
tion or expenditure thereof, the limitation
contained in subsection (a) shall have no
effect.

“{c) The provisions of this section shall
not be superseded except by a provision of
law enacted after the date of enactment of
the United States Information Agency Ap-
propriation Authorization Act of 1973, which
specifically repeals, modifies, or supersedes
the provisions of this section.

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply with respect to appropriations
made available under the joint resclution
entitled “Joint resolution making continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1974, and
for other purposes”, approved July 1, 1973,
and any provision of law specifically amend-
ing such joint resolution enacted through
October 16, 1973.”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYS

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hays: Strike
out all after the enacting clause of the Sen-
ate bill 8. 2681 and insert in lieu thereof the
provisions of H.R. 11424, as passed by the
House.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill, HR. 11424, was
laid on the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 2681, AUTHORIZING APPROPRI-
ATIONS FOR THE U.S. INFORMA-
TION AGENCY

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the House insist on
its amendment to the Senate bill, S.
2681, and request a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?
The Chair hears none, and appoints the
following conferees: Messrs. Hays, MoOR-
GAN, ZABLOCKI, MAILLIARD, and THOMSON
of Wisconsin.
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 1973,
TO FILE A RULE AND REPORT ON
H.R. 7130, BUDGET CONTROL ACT
OF 1973

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until midnight
next Wednesday, November 21, 1973, to
file the rule and the report on the bill
H.R. 7130, which is the Budget Control
Act of 1973.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT SAT-
URDAY, NOVEMBER 24, 1973, TO
FILE REPORTS ON THE BILLS, H.R.
5463, TO ESTABLISH FEDERAL
RULES OF EVIDENCE, AND H.R.
11401, TO PROVIDE FOR, AND
ASSURE THE INDEPENDENCE OF,
A SPECIAL PROSECUTOR

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the Judiciary may have until mid-
night of Saturday, November 24, 1973, to
file reports on the bills, HR. 5463, a
bill to establish Federal rules of evi-
dence, and H.R. 11401, a bill to pro-
vide for, and assure the independence of,
a special prosecutor.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection ta
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT, SATURDAY, NOVEM-
BER 24, 1973, TO FILE REPORT ON
H.R. 5463, TO ESTABLISH FEDERAL
RULES OF EVIDENCE

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the Judiciary may have until mid-
night of Saturday, November 24, 1973,
to file House report on the bill H.R. 5463,
“A bill to establish the Federal Rules of
Evidence.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES WITH RESPECT
TO ACTIONS BY MEMBERS CON-
VICTED OF CERTAIN CRIMES

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 700 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

. The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
ows:
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H. Res. 700

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 128) expressing the sense of the
House of Representatives with respect to
actions which should be taken by Members
of the House upon being convicted of certain
crimes, and for other purposes. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the res-
olution and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, the resolution shall be read
for amendment under the five-minute rule,
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
resolution for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the resolution to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous gquestion
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. MurPHY) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the usual 30 minutes to the minor-
ity, to the distinguished gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. QuiLLEN) pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 700 provides for an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate
on House Resolution 128, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Repre-
sentatives with respect to actions which
should be taken by Members of the House
upon being convicted of certain crimes.

House Resolution 128 expresses the
sense of the House that Members who
are convicted of a crime carrying penal-
ties of 2 or more years’ imprisonment
should attend committee and subcom-
mitee sessions but should not vote in
those sessions, and should also refrain
from voting on the floor of the House of
Representatives.

Any effect of the resolution would be
reversed upon a reinstatement of a pre-
sumption of innocence such as a reversal
of the conviction upon appeal or a re-
manding of the case to the trial court.
The effect of the resolution also would
be reversed if the Member is reelected to
the House of Representatives after the
date of the conviction.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 700 in order that we
may discuss and debate House Resolu-
tion 128.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. QuiLLEN) is recognized.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 700 provides for the consider-
ation of House Resolution 128, sense of
the House of Represenfatives with re-
spect to actions by Members convicted of
certain crimes, under an open rule with
1 hour of general debate.

The purpose of House Resolution 128
is to state, as the sense of the House,
that any Member convicted of a crime
for which a sentence of 2 or more years
imprisonment may be imposed, should
refrain from committee activities and
from voting on the floor of the House.
However, if judicial or executive pro-
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ceedings result in a reinstatement of the
presumption of innocence, or the Mem-
ber is reelected in spite of the convic-
tion, then this resolution ceases to apply.

This resolution is an internal House
action not requiring Senate approval or
Presidential signature.

The goal of this resolution is to state
a policy so that all concerned may be on
notice and to show publicly a concern
for the reputation of the House and its
Members.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this resolution in order that the House
may begin debate on this important piece
of legislation.

Mr., Speaker, I have no reguests for
time, but I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I should like at this point to remark that
my colleagues, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. Price) and the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. QUILLEN) will lead
the discussion here.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 128) expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives with re-
spect to actions which should be taken
by Members of the House upon being
convicted of certain crimes, and for other
purposes, be considered in the House as
in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 128

Resolve, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that any Member of,
Delegate to, or Resident Commissioner in,
the House of Representatives who has been
convicted by a court of record for the com-
mission of a crime for which a sentence of
two or more years' imprisonment may be im-
posed should refrain from participation in
the business of each committee of which he
is then a member and should refrain from
voting on any question at a meeting of the
House, or of the Committee of the Whole
House, unless or until judicial or executive
proceeclings result in reinstatement of the
presumption of his innonence or until he is
reelected to the House after the date of such
conviction. This resolution shall not affect
any other authority of the House with respect
to the behavior and conduct of its Members,

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution was re-
ported out of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct by unanimous
vote.

As is our committee’s policy, because
of the sensitive matters with which we
treat, we bring this resolution before the
House only after a thorough study and
much deliberation.

We believe the resolution offers the
House an opportunity to erect guideposts
that would serve the House well in deal-
ing promptly with the kind of situations
at which the resolution is aimed. While
our committee would like to hope that
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no such situations would arise, we think
it wise to be prepared, for the sake of
the House's integrity, to arm the House
with the means of considering prompt
action should the need occur.

In our committee’s view, experience
points to a need for such an implement
as the pending resolution provides.

If the House were to take no notice
of such matters until the final conclusion
of judicial proceedings—a step which
might not be reached until after termi-
nation of a Member’s 2-year term—such
lack of action might well be interpreted
in the public mind as indifference by the
House toward a very serious matter.

In seeking a rule for consideration of
this resolution, I told the Rules Commit-
tee while our proposal involves only a
sense-of-the-House action, with no spe-
cific enforcement authority, it seems to
our committee that any Member who be-
came subject to the resolution’s provi-
sions, and who ignored those provisions,
would risk subjecting himself to the in-
troduction of a privileged resolution re-
lating to his conduct, in accordance with
other provisions of House rules.

While the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct has no intention of
abandoning its deliberate course in deal-
ing with the sensitive matters which
come before it, the commiftee is unani-
mous—I repeat—in urging adoption of
the pending resolution which would make
it the sense of the House that a Member
convicted of a crime carrying a possible
sentence of 2 or more years' imprison-
ment should refrain from participation
in the business of each committee of
which he is a member and refrain from
voting on any questions in the House.

I now yield to the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my chairman
and endorse the case he has made for
the resolution now before the House.

My experience as a member of the
Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct from its beginning has convinced
me that there is a definite need for the
step now proposed.

This measure gives the House an im-
mediate opportunity to act in cases of "
Members who are convicted of certain
crimes.

While I pray for an absence of such
crimes, I know—as do all other Members
of the House—that there are occasional—
if rare—infractions of the law, or alleged
infractions, which reflect on Congress
as a whole.

The resolution now before the House
would provide a useful weapon, in my
opinion, for treatment of future cases of
the kind.

This resolution is designed to show that
the House of Representatives is not in-
different to cases in which Members are
convicted of statutory crimes. If the
House were to ignore such cases pending
the outcome of the appeal process, such
inaction might be interpreted as indiffer-
ence. The pending resolution, unani-
mously recommended by the committee,
is designed to eliminate the basis for any
such impression.

But, let me emphasize, this resolution
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would become null and void when and if
a Member were exonerated in the appeal
process in the courts. In such instances,
the Member in question automatically
would regain full privileges in the House.
The same restoration of such rights
would occur in the case of a Member
who is reelected after being convicted
of such a crime. As stated in the com-
mittee's report, well established prece-
dents hold that the House will not act
in any way against a Member for any
actions of which his electorate had full
knowledge at the time of his election.
Our committee holds these precedents
inviolate.

I urge approval of the pending resolu-
tion for the sake of the integrity of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

I should like to ask the gentleman
from Illinois what really prompted this
legislation?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. There is no
particular incident that prompts this. It
is a resolution that the committee re-
ported out in the last session last year.
However, a rule was not granted and it
was not considered in the House.

I believe this is an orderly manner
in which to handle a situation that could
occur. We have had instances in the past
and the House was not equipped at the
time to meet those situations. This pro-
vides an orderly procedure for dealing
with such situations.

Mr. GROSS. It would apply to that
period or interim between conviction
and the exhausting of appeal?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. The gentleman
is correct.

Mr. GROSS. During appeals to the
courts?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Yes. Upon con-
viction, a man is presumed to be guilty.
During that period he shall step aside
and not vote in the House or participate
in committee action. On appeal, if a
guilty verdict is reversed, the presump-
tion of innocence would return and the
Member could resume his duties.

Mr. GROSS. There is no reason, how-
ever, to assume that the number of
Members who might find themselves
prosecuted on criminal charges is going
to increase?

Mr. PRICE of Illincis. I hope not.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago I was
involved in a recount for a seat in this
body. For a period of some 512 months
the seat was vacant. During that time
there was a storm of protest from people
back home that there was no represen-
tation for that district.

Although I commend the committee
for its action here, I am wondering if
perhaps in their attempts to chastise
the guilty Member they are not really
punishing a constituency of people and
that those people by this action would
be effectively deprived of representation
in the House of Representatives. Would
it not be better for the House to bite
the bullet and expel the guilty Member,
rather than to take this kind of ap-
proach?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. The gentleman
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from Indiana raises a question that has
been of great concern to the committee
during the last several years. We gave
much thought to it during considerdtion
of this resolution.

‘With this approach, we would not be
depriving his constituency of any other
service, except the Member's vote. He
could continue to perform other services
as a Member.

The expulsion resolution is something
that is very, very drastic. His conviction
might later be reversed by the court and
there would be no tool, except another
election in his home district, to restore
him to office.

‘We considered the matter of expulsion,
but that is a last resort—a step which
the House might not want to take until a
person’s right of appeal has been ex-
hausted.

Mr, ROUSH. I appreciate the dilemma
that the committee found itself in; how-
er, I still have a question in my own
mind, and that is the fact that the con-
stituency of the Member would in effect
be without representation.

We have had several votes in these
last couple months that have been car-
ried or lost by just one vote in this House.
Such a situatiol could create, I believe,
a serious problem. It could affect, indeed,
the history of this country if one man
was deprived of his vote.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. As I say, I ap-
preciate the concern of the gentleman
from Indiana, but I am certain that un-
less the House adopts a pattern such as
this to deal with a situation which we
hope would not occur, the route would
be that of a privileged resolution on
expulsion.

I believe this is a more desirable man-
ner in which to resolve a very unhappy
situation.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, as I said, I
support the resolution of the committee.
I just think it does not go far enough
in dealing with matters which affect the
integrity of the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-
tion before us proposes to inhibit partici-
pation in committee and on the floor of
the House of Representatives by any
Member of Congress after he has been
convicted of a erime. The problems of a
civil libertarian and constitutional na-
ture which this resolution raises are suf-
ficiently grave to cause me to cast my
vote against this Resolution.

Article I, section 5, paragraph 2 of the
Constitution provides that:

Each House may punish its Members for
disorderly Behavior, and, with the Concur-
rence of two-thirds, expel a Member.

The power to punish a Member has
generally been exercised for behavior
which takes place on the floor of the
House or for conduct connected with the
legislative function. I believe the sanc-
tion of no participation in votes in com-
mittee or on the floor in this bill to be
far more severe than any authorized by
the Constitution.

This bill would in effect authorize the
suspension of an elected Member of the
House of Representatives who has been
convicted of a crime. Any such drastic
action as suspension should derive only
from his action as a Member and not for
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ordinary criminal offenses. The Supreme
Court of the United States in the Powell
case (Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S.
486) decided that exclusion could be
based only on considerations of age, cit-
izenship, and inhabitancy as those mat-
ters are stated in the Constitution. And,
the power of expulsion has been deter-
mined by the Judiciary Committee of
the House to be unusable for an offense
alleged to have been committed even
against a preceding Congress.

My basic difficulty with this resolution
is that the presumption of innocence is
removed immediately after conviction. I
think the better rule would be that the
presumption of innocence is removed
only after a congressional criminal de-
fendant has exhausted all avenues of
appeal, at least for the purposes of par-
ticipation in the House of Representa-
tives. It may indeed be perfectly proper
for a Member of Congress to voluntar-
ily agree not to vote during the pendence
of his appeal. This was, I believe, the
case with Congressman Dowdy who, in
the last Congress, was convicted of brib-
ery, perjury and conspiracy, and who
refrained from voting either in commit-
tee or on the floor. Similarly, Congress-
man Zihlman of Maryland refrained
voluntarily after his indictment in the
71st Congress, and Congressman Lang-
ley, of Kentucky, after his convietion
in the 68th Congress, from voting in the
House.

However proper and praiseworthy may
be the actions of Congressmen Zihlman,
Langley and Dowdy, I do not believe it
is. within the constitutional power of the
House to enforce such a resolution as is
before us today. Indeed, if a Member
voted after conviction and during the
pendency of his appeals, I do not be-
lieve that he or she could be censured,
suspended or expelled for so voting.

There appears to be no constitutional
or decisional law supporting expulsion
from Congress on the basis of convietion
for an ordinary crime. The resolution be-
fore us amounts to the suspension of a
Member for which there appears to be
no pregedent.

Gen ;rally. expulsion has been restrict-
ed to matters which occur in the House,
and during a Congress. Early in this cen-
tury, two Senators from South Carolina
were suspended for a few days for fist-
fighting on the floor of the Senate. Simi-
larly, there may be some cause for cen-
sure, suspension or expulsion for a Mem-
ber who has violated a law which refiects
directly on his oath, such as treason. The
Senate expelled, for example, Senator
William Blount, of Tennessee, in 1797,
for treason.

I am reluctant to vote in favor of this
resolution, because I believe that the
more than 400,000 members of each con-
gressional district have a right to be
represented by their elected Representa-
tive unless there is a constitutional im-
pediment fo do so. I find no such con-
stitutional authority. Accordingly, I cast
my vote against this resolution.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a gquorum is not present and
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 388, nays 18,
not voting 27, as follows:

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badlillo
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Blester

Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, 111,
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
w.,Jr.

[Roll No. 582]

YEAS—388

Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish

Fisher
Flood

Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibhons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson

Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
EKemp
Ketchum
King
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La,
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Madlliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.

Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.X.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelsen

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
Owens

Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis

Peyser

Pickle

Pike

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, I11.
Price, Tex,
Pritchard
Quie

Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick

Rees

Regula

Reid

Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y,
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Ronealio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.

Breckinridge
Burton

Crane

Dingell

Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.

Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot

Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Sebelius
Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.

NAYS—18

Ford,

William D.
Harrington
Landgrebe
McCloskey
Macdonald
Moss
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Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
‘Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wollt
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 5.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

O’'Neill
Stark
Tlernan
Yates
Young, Ga.

NOT VOTING—27

Anderson, 111,
Ashley

Aspin
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Burke, Calif.
Culver

Davis, Wis.
Dellums
Esch

Gray
Gubser
Keating
Kluczynskl
McClory
Madden

Mills, Ark.
Nichols
O'Brien

Stuckey
Zwach

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Ashley.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Aspin,

Mr. Gray with Mrs. Burke of California.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. inderson of Illinois.
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Dellums.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Blackburn,

Mr. Madden with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Zwach.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Gubser.
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Keating.
Mr, Culver with Mr. McClory.
Mr. Nichols with Mr. O’Brien.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the resolution just agreed to.
The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?
There was no objection.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 582, I am listed in the CoNGres-
SIONAL RECcORD, as not voting. I was on
the floor at the time of the voting and
intended to vote aye. Apparently the
electronic device did not properly record
my vote. I ask unanimous consent that
this statement be inserted in the perma-
ne?t Recerp following the record of the
vote,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION TO
FILE A PRIVILEGED REPORT

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on House Administration
may have until midnight tonight to file
a privileged report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

INCREASING MONTHLY RATES OF
DISABILITY, DEATH PENSIONS,
DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY
COMPENSATION

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill (H.R. 9474) to amend title
38 of the United States Code to increase
the monthly rates of disability and death
pensions, and dependency and indem-
nity compensation, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments thereto,
and consider the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That {(a) subsection (b) of section 521 of
title 88, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

*(b) If the veteran is unmarried (or mar-
ried but not living with and not reasonably
contributing to the support of his spouse)
and has no child, pension shall be paid ac-
cording to the following formula: If annual
income is $300 or less, the monthly rate of
pension shall be $143, For each $1 of annual
income in excess of §300 up to and includ-
ing $800, the monthly rate shall be reduced
3 cents; for each $1 of annual income in ex-
cess of $800 up to and including $1,200, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; for
each §1 of annual income in excess of $1,200
up to and including $1,600, the monthly
rate shall be reduced 5 cents; for each $1 of
annual income in excess of $1,600 up to and
including $2,000, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 6 cents; for each 81 of annual In-
come in excess of $2,000 up to and including
$2,400, the monthly rate shall be reduced 7
cents; and for each 21 of annual income in
excess of $2,400 up to and including $2.800,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 8 cents.
For annual income of $2,800 through $3,000,
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the rate shall be 8. No pension shall be pald
if annual income exceeds §3,000."”.

(b) Subsection (c¢) of such section 521 is
amended to read as follows:

**(c) If the veteran is married and living
with or reasonably contributing to the sup-
port of his spouse, or has a child or children,
pension shall be pald according to the fol-
lowing formula: If annual Income is $500 or
less, the monthly rate of pension shall be
$154 for a veteran and one dependent, $159
for a veteran and two dependents, and $164
for three or more dependents. For each $1
of annual income in excess of $500 up to and
including $800, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $800 up to and including
$2,200, the monthly rate shall be reduced 3
cents; for each $1 of annual income in excess
of $2,200 up to and including $3,200, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; for
each 81 of annual income in excess of §3,200
up to and including £3,800, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 5 cents; and for each $1 of
annual income in excess of $3,800 up to and
including $4,200, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 6 cents. No pension shall be paid if
annual income exceeds $4,200.".

(c) Subsection (b) of section 541 of title
38, United States Code, i3 amended to read
as follows:

“{b) If there is no child, pension shall be
paid according to the following formula: If
annual income is $300 or less, the monthly
rate of pension shall be $86. For each $1 of
annual income in excess of $300 up to and
including $500, the monthly rat+ shall be
reduced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual income
in excess of $500 up to and including $1,500,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents;
for each $1 of annual income in excess of
$1,600 up to and including $2,500, the month-
1y rate shall be reduced 4 cents; and for each
$1 of annual income in excess of 2,600 up to
and including $2,900, the monthly rate shall
be reduced 5 cents. For annual income of
$2,900 through $3,000, the rate shall be $4,
No pension shall be pald if annual income
exceeds $3,000.".

(d) Bubsection (c¢) of such section 541 is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) If there is a widow and one child,
pension shall be paid according to the fol-
lowing formula: If annual income is $700
or less, the monthly rate of pension shall be
$114. For each §1 of annual income in excess
of 700 up to and including #$1,100, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 1 cent; for
each $1 of annual income in excess of $1,100
up to and including $2,500, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of an-
nual income in excess of $2,500 up to and
including $3,400, the monthly rate shall be
zeduced 38 cents; and for each $1 of annual
income in excess of $3,400 up to and includ-
ing $4,200, the monthly rate shall be reduced
4 cents. Whenever the monthly rate payable
to the widow under the foregolng formula
15 less than the amount which would be pay-
able to the child under section 542 of this
title if the widow were not entitled, the
widow will be paid at the child's rate. No
pension shall be paid if the annual income
exceeds £4,200.”.

Sec. 2. Bection 541(d) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by striking “17" and
substituting in lieu thereof “18",

Sec. 3. (a) Section 542(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
the figures *“42" and “17" respectively, and
substituting in lieu thereof the figures “44”
and “18", respectively.

(b) Section 542(¢) of such title is amend-
ed by striking out “$2,000” and inserting in
lieu thereof “2,400".

Sgc. 4. Section 4 of Public Law 90-275 (82
Stat. 68) is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 4. The annual income limitations
governing payment of pension under the first
sentence of section 8(b) of the Veterans'
Penslon Act of 1959 hereafter shall be $2,600
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and $3,900, instead of $2,200 and $3,500, re-
spectively.”.

Sec. 5. (a) Bubsection (b) of section 415
of title 38, United States Code, 1s amended
to read as follows:

“{b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2) of this subsection, if there is only one
parent, dependency and indemnity compen-
sation shall be paid to him according to the
following formula: If annual income is $800
or less, the monthly rate of dependency and
indemnity compensation shall be $110. For
each $1 of annual income in excess of $800
up to and including $1,100, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 3 cents; for each #1 of an-
nual income in excess of $1,100 up to and in-
cluding $1,500, the monthly rate shall be re-
duced 4 cents; for each $1 of annual income
in excess of $1,600 up to and including $1,700,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 5 cents;
for each 1 of annual income In excess of
$1,700 up to and including 2,000, the monthly
monthly rates shall be reduced 6 cents; for
each $1 of annual income in excess of $2,000
up to and including $2,300, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 7 cents; and for each $1
annual income in excess of $2,300 up to and
including §2,700, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 8 cents. For annual income of $2,700
through $3,000, the rate shall be $4. No de-
pendency and indemnity compensation shall
be pald if annual income exceeds $3,000.

“(2) If there is only one parent and he has
remarried and is living with his spouse, de-
pendency and indemnity compensation shall
be paid to him under either the formula of
paragraph (1) of this subsection or under
the formula in subsection (d), whichever is
the greater. In such a case of remarriage the
total combined annual income of the parent
and his spouse shall be counted in determin-
ing the monthly rate of dependency and in-
demnity compensation under the appropriate
formula."”.

(b) SBubsection (c¢) of such section 415 is
amended to read as follows:

*(c) Except as provided in subsection (d),
if there are two parents, but they are not
living together, dependency and indemnity
compensation shall be paid to each according
to the following formula: If the annual in-
come of each parent is §B00 or less, the
monthly rate of dependency and indemnity
payable to each shall be $77. For each $1 of
annual income in excess of $800 up to and
including $1,100, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 2 cents; for each #1 of annual in-
come in excess of 1,100 up to and including
$1,400, the monthly rate shall be reduced 3
cents for each 81 of annual income in excess
of $1,400 up to and including 2,300, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; and
for each $1 of annual income in excess of
$2,300 up to and including $2,700, the month-
1y rate shall be reduced 5 cents. For annual
income of $2,700 through #$3,000, the rate
shall be $6. No dependency and indemnity
compensation shall be paid to a parent whose
annual income exceeds $3,000.”,

{c) Bubsection (d) of such sectlon 415 is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) If there are two parents who are liv-
ing together, or if a parent has remarrled
and is living with his spouse, dependency
and indemnity compensation shall be paid to
each such parent according to the following
formula: If the total combined annual in-
come 1s $1,000 or less, the monthly rate of
dependency and indemnity compensation
payable to each parent shall be $74. For each
$1 of annual income in excess of $1,000 up to
and including $1,200, the monthly rate shall
be reduced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $1,200 up to and including
$2,900, the monthly rate shall be reduced
2 cents; and for each $1 of annual income
in excess of $2,900 up to and including $4,-
000, the monthly rate shall be reduced 3
eents. For annual income of $4,000 through

$4,200 the rate shall be 85. No dependency
and indemnlty compensation shall be pald to
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either parent if the total combined annual
income exceeds $4,200.”.

Sec. 6, Bection 3203(a)(1) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out “30" and inserting in lieu thereof “50".

8ec. 7. (a) Subsection (b) of section 3010
of title 38, United States Code, is amended
by inserting “(1)" Immedlately after “(b)",
and by adding at the end of said subsection
the following new paragraph:

*(2) The effective date of an award of dis-
ability pension to a veteran shall be the
date of application or the date on which the
veteran became permanently and totally dis-
abled, if an appliaction therefor is recelved
within one year from such date, whichever
is to the advantage of the veteran.”,

(b) Subsection (a) of this section shall ap-
Ply to applications filed after its effective
date, but in no event shall an award made
thereunder be effective prior to such effective
date.

SEec. 8. (a) Any veteran who was dishon-
orably discharged from the United States
Army as the result of an incident that oc-
curred in Brownsville, Texas, on August 13,
1906, and who was not subsequently ruled
eligible for reenlistment in the Army by a
special Army tribunal decision dated April 6,
1910, shall, upon application made to the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs together
with such evidence as the Administrator may
require, be paid the sum of $25,000.

(b) Any unremarried widow of any vet-
eran described in subsection (a) of this sec-
tion shall, upon application made to the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs together
with such evidence as the Administrator may
require, be paid the sum of $10,000 if such
veteran died prior to the date of enactment
of this Act or if such veteran failed to make
application for payment under subsection
(a) after such date of enactment and prior
to his death,

(c) Payment authorized to be made under
this section in the case of any veteran or
widow sghall be made by the Secretary of
the Army, out of funds available for the pay-
ment of retired pay to Army personnel, upon
certification by the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs of the entitlement of such
veteran or widow to receive such payment.
In no case may any payment be made to
any veteran or widow under this section
unless application for such payment is made
within five years after the date of enactment
of this Act.

Bec. 9. This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the second calendar month which
begins after the date of enactment,

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend title 38, United States Code, to in-
crease the monthly rates of disability and
death pensions and dependency and indem-
nity compensation and to Increase income
limitations relating thereto and for other
purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DORN) ?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, and I
do not plan to object, I would yield to
the distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina for the purpose of hearing the
distinguished chairman explain the Sen-
ate amendments.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the bill, HR.
9474, passed the House on July 30, 1973,
and was returned by the Senate under
date of August 2 with an amendment
substituting the text of the Senate pen-

sion bill, S. 275.
At this point, Mr. Speaker, I am de-
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lighted to yield to our chairman of the
Subcommittee on Compensation and
Pension, the distinguished former chair-
man of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TEAGUE) .

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the original House version of this bill ex-
tended & minimum cost-of-living in-
crease of 10 percent in pensions payable
to veterans, widows and children, and
dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion to dependent parents. In some in-
stances, an increase higher than 10 per-
cent was authorized. The income limits
of $2,600 a year for the single person or
$3,800 for the person with dependents
were not changed. Further, consistent
with a request from the administration,
we placed a ceiling of $3,600 on the an-
nual earned income of spouses for exclu-
sion in determining the income of the
pensioner. In connection with retaining
the present income limits, we were as-
sured by the Veterans’ Administration
that the bill would restore practically all
of the reductions in pensions which oc-
curred as a result of the social security
increase last year.

With regard to the rate increases, the
Senate version of the bill as returned
to the House applied a 10-percent factor
in such manner as to assure that no rate
was inecreased in any greater degree. The
House amendment to the Senate amend-
ment represents a reasonable liberaliza-
tion of the Senate approach but slightly
more conservative than the original
House rate structure. The Senate version
also increased the income limitations for
both single persons and persons with de-
pendents by $400 in each case. The pres-
ent House amendment reverts to the orig-
inal approach with respect to holding
the line on income limitations as con-
tained in the original bill. It is our posi-
tion that the present income limits are
already so high as to reflect unfavorably
when compared to the service-connected
compensation program. Further increase
would distort in an unacceptable fash-
ion the relationship between non-service-
connected pension and service-connect-
ed compensation.

Since the committee plans further re-
view of the non-service-connected pen-
sion program next year and expects to
receive some additional recommenda-
tions from the administration in this
connection, it appears that it would be
better to defer action on further income
limit inereases so that this subject could
be viewed in light of the total package
recommended by the administration.

As we are in the final stages of passing
this bill increasing non-service-connect-
ed pension rates, the Congress also has
under consideration an increase in social
security which would affect veterans’ and
widows’ incomes next year. The Veterans’
Administration has already sent out its
income questionnaire cards. Obviously,
when veterans and widows return these
cards, and some are already being re-
turned, they will have no way of know-
ing what their increased income from so-
cial security next year will be. In view of
this, it would appear appropriate that
the Veterans' Administration observe the
end of the year rule with respect to this
increase.

With regard to consideration of a
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spouse’s earned income, as the Mem-
bers are aware, under existing law all
of such income is excluded from consid-
ering the income of the pensioner. While
we felt that this aspect of the House
bill was a reasonable and realistic modi-
fication, the present amendment takes
cognizance of certain pension reform
principles advocated by the Administra-
tion and believes that further legislative
study should be made of the extent to
which a spouse’s earned income should
be a factor in determining pension en-
titlement. Accordingly, rather than ap-
proaching the subject on a piecemeal,
arbitrary basis, we have concluded that
for the time being the existing law in
this connection should be retained. This
policy decision coincides with the ap-
proach on this aspect taken in the Sen-
ate version of the bill.

The House amendment includes a new
provision added by the Senate providing
for the lump sum payment to any surviv-
ing veteran or the unremarried widows of
any such veteran of the infamous
Brownsville, Tex., incident of 1906. The
subject matter of this provision was con-
tained in a separate bill considered by
our committee (H.R. 4382) on which test-
imony in support thereof was received by
the sponsor, Mr. Hawkins, of California,
and also from Senator HUMPHREY, of
Minnesota. The purpose of that bill was
to confer a pensionable status on veter-
ans and the survivors of veterans in-
volved in the Brownsville incident. Since
the objective of the Senate amendment
is substantially the same as contained in
the separate bill before our committee
and is now in a form approved and rec-
ommended by the Department of the
Army and the administration, the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs believes it is
entirely appropriate to include such a
provision in the House amendment.

We are cooperating with the Senate
committee in working out the differences
between the House and Senate versions.
The Senate committee has been most co-
operative in discussing the differences
and assisting in finding mutually suit-
able compromises. I am quite hopeful
that the Senate will be able to agree to
this amendment expeditiously and send
the bill to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to our chair-
man, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, who wishes to revise and extend his
remarks concerning the Brownsville pro-
vision of the bill.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, at the hearing
held by our Subcommittee on Compensa-
tion and Pension on H.R. 4382 and the
Brownsville incident, it was clearly dem-
onstrated that the action taken by the
Army against 167 unidentfified black
soldiers in a mass punishment following
a 10-minute shooting in Brownsville,
Tex., on August 13, 1906, was not only
completely unjustified but unconscion-
able in the extreme. Although a few of
the soldiers were exoneraetd by a spe-
cial Army tribunal in 1910, the majority
of the soldiers concerned have had to
live during all of the succeeding years
and under the dark cloud of a “discharge
without honor.” It was not until 1972 that
at long last the Secretary of the Army
cleared the records of all the soldiers con-
cerned and issued them honorable dis-
charges. The relief proposed by the Sen-
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ate amendment in the nature of a lump
sum pension is a long overdue recogni-
tion of the Government's obligation aris-
ing out of the injustices and injuries
suffered by these men as a result of their
wrongful and illegal removal from the
Army of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the REcorp at
this point copies of agency reports to
our committee on the original Browns-
ville bill together with an exchange of
correspondence on the subject between
the chairman of the House Committee on
Armed Services and myself.

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., May 22, 1973.
Hon. Wm. JENNINGS BRYAN DoORN,
Chairman, House Committee on Veterans'
Affairs, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mar. CHAmMAN: We are pleased to
respond to your request for a report on
H.R. 4382, 93d Congress.

This bill would confer a special nonserv=
ice-connected pensionable status on ecertain
veterans (or their widows, children, and
grandchildren) involved in the Brownsville,
Tex., incldent of August 13, 1906, and would
reguire the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs to make certain compensatory payments
to such veterans or their heirs.

On November 9, 1908, as the result of an
incident which oecurred on Aug. 13, 1906, in
Brownsville, Tex., 167 members of the U.S.
Army were discharged without honor. By
reason of an amendment dated September 22,
1872, to the 1906 speclal order of the War
Department, persons involved in the incident
were declared to be honorably discharged
from the U.S. Army.

The first section of the proposal provides
that for the purposes of Veterans' Admin-
istration pension benefits, the designated
persons are deemed to be veterans of the
Mexican border period, to have met the serv-
ice requirements under the pension laws,
and to have had no annual income, The no-
income presumption is equally applicable to
a widow or any child of such veteran. This
section would authorize continuing monthly
payments of pension for persons eligible
thereunder, from date of application therefor
filed after enactment.

Section 2 of the proposal would addi-
tionally authorize a lump-sum payment of
$20,000 in each case, or & sum with 6 percent
interest equal to the amount of pension
which would have been payable to the vet-
eran under the pension laws during the
period beginning on the date such veteran
attained age 656 and ending on the date of
enactment of this bill, whichever sum is
higher. This section would give similar pen-
sion entitlement to the widows, children, and
grandchildren of deceased veterans in the
designated group. A veteran would not be
entitled to the special pension benefit if he
was ruled eligible for reenlistment by the
special Army tribunal decision of April 6,
1910.

Section 3 of the proposal directs the Ad-
ministrator to pay out of the current appro-
priations for the payment of pension a total
amount of $40,000 to living veterans of the
specified type or their heirs. This sum is
described as being “in full settlement of the
claims of the person concerned against the
United States for the mental pain and suffer-
ing and soclal hardship associated with loss
of reputation, and the economic hardship
(including loss of military benefits and
privileges), r-sulting from the unwarranted
discharge without honor” given to the par-
ticular veterans.

The veterans with whom this bill is con-
cerned were discharged In 1906, during
peacetime. It is noted that veterans who re-
ceived an honorable discharge in 1906 were
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not entitled to any pension benefit unless
they had service in the Spanish-American
War and then, not until 1920 at the earliest.
Pension benefits are generally limited to
persons with wartime service. The effect of
enactment of this bill would be to make
1806 peacetime service wartime service so as
to qualify the persons concerned for pen-
sion benefits avallable to veterans of the
Mexican border period (1916-17) and their
widows and children. No reason is apparent
as to why such preferential treatment should
be afforded these persons. To do so would
be discriminatory and could be urged as a
precedent as regards other peacetime vet-
€rans.

Sectlon 3010(1) of title 38, United States
Code, provides that whenever a disallowed
claim for benefits is allowed because of cor-
rection of military records, such benefits
may be awarded from the date on which an
application was filed for the correction of
military records, or the date of disallowance
of the claim, whichever date s later; but in
no event may the award of benefits be ret-
roactive for more than 1 year from the date
of reopening of the disallowed claim. In-
asmuch as HR. 4382 could result in these
veterans recelving benefits retroactively for
more than 1 year, it is clearly discrimina-
tory respecting other veterans who have had
or will have entitlement to benefits estab-
lished by virtue of having their military rec-
ords corrected.

Grandchildren of veterans have never been
eligible for pension benefits and the pro-
vision which would include them as possible
beneficlaries for the special pension bene-
fit is also discriminatory and precedential.
Another discriminatory and precedentlal
feature is the presumption of no income
for pension purposes. The penslon program
is intended to provide a measure of assist-
ance to wartime veterans and their surviv-
ing dependents who are In need. Need has
been largely measured by income. The no-
income provision would constitute a radi-
cal departure from this long established
policy and would be manifestly unfair to
millions of otherwise eligibie veterans and
widows whose Income places them beyond
the statutory need levels.

In lieu of regular pension, a lump-sun
payment of $20,000 is authorized by the pro-
posal, where greater. This agsain, is clearly
discriminatory as the public law providing
pension makes no similar provislon for cor-
rected discharge cases. Incldentally, this
lump-sum, rather than regular pension,
would undoubtedly be pald in most cases, as
pension for Mexican border service veterans
was first provided as of January 1, 1971,

As noted, section 3 proposes a $40,000
lump-sum payment, based on appropriate
certification by the Secretary of the Army,
to living veterans or their heirs for mental
pain and suffering and social hardship, et
cetera. The proposed payments are in no way
related to the stated purposes of pension or
other benefit programs administered by the
Veterans' Administration., We see no need
for Veterans' Administration involvement
in the administration of, or payments pro-
posed by, section 3. Accordingly, we defer to
the Department of Defense on the merits of
this section.

We have insufficient data upon which to
base a worthwhile estimate of the cost of
the measure, If enacted.

In the light of all of the foregoing, the
Veterans' Administration opposes enactment
of the first two sections of HR. 4382, as well
as section 3, insofar as Veterans' Adminis-
tration participation is concerned.

Advice has been received from the Office
of Management and Budget that there is no
objection to the presentation of this report
from the standpoint of the administration's
program,

Sincerely,

Dowarp E. JoHNSON,
Administrator.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C., June 13, 1973.
Hon. W, JENNINGS BRYAN DORN,
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to
your request to the Secretary of Defense for
the views of the Department of Defense on
H.R. 4382, 93d Congress, a bill to confer pen-
slonable status on veterans involved in the
Brownsvllle, Tex., incldent of August 13, 1906,
and to require the Administrator of Veter-
ans' Affairs to make certaln compensatory
payments to such veterans and their heirs.
The Department of the Army has been as-
signed responsibility for expressing the views
of the Department of Defense on this bill.

The title of the bill states 1ts purpose.

The Department of the Army on behalf
of the Department of Defense has considered
the above mentioned bill. Inasmuch as sec-
tions 1 and 2 of the bill would be admin-
istered by the Veterans' Administration, the
Department of Defense respectfully defers to
that Agency as to the merits of those sections,

With respect to section 3 of the bill, it
would require the Secretary of the Army to
certify to the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs the name of each living individual who
was discharged without honor on November 9,
1806, in connection with the incident which
occurred in Brownsville, Tex.,, on August 13,
1906, and who by reason of the amendment
dated September 22, 1972, to paragraph 1 of
Special Orders 266, War Department, dated
November 9, 1906, was declared to have been
honorably discharged from the U.S. Army.
Further, in the case of deceased individuals,
the Secretary of the Army would be required
to certify their heirs to the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs. The Department of the
Army on behalf of the Department of Defense
is opposed to this section.

As the incident occurred over 66 years ago,
few of the individuals involved can reason-
ably be expected to have survived; the Army
is aware of only two. Unless the survivors
initiate an inquiry, the Secretary of the Army
has no way of locating those that may be
still living. The situation is compounded in
the cases of spouses or heirs of deceased
members both as to their existence and as
to the establishment of proof of their rela-
tionship. The burden of proof to establish
that a claimant is in fact a spouse or heir of
a deceased member should be placed on that
individual.

In view of the foregoing the Department
of the Army on behalf of the Department
of Defense is opposed to section 8 of H.R.
43832,

The Department of the Army belleves that
some compensation to surviving members of
the Brownsville incident or their widows is a
fair objective through legislation. A Iump-
sum payment should be considered through
legislative enactment to those men involved
who are still living and who were not ruled
eligible for reenlistment by the special Army
tribunal decision of April 6, 1910, or to their
unremarried widows. Such legislation should
provide for payment from appropriations cur-
rently available to the Department of Defense
for military retired pay.

The fiscal effects of this legislation are not
known to the Department of Defense.

This report has been coordinated within
the Department of Defense in accordance
with procedures prescribed by the Secretary
of Defense,

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that, from the standpoint of the ad-
ministration’s program, there is no objection
to the presentation of this report for the
consideration of the committee.

Sincerely,
HowarD H, CALLAWAY,
Secretary of the Army.
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Juory 30, 1973

Hon. F. EDWARD HEBERT,

Chairman, Armed Services Committee,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CHAmMAN: The Committee on
Veterans Affairs has held hearings on H.R.
4382, a bill relating to benefits for individuals
involved in the so-called “Brownsville Ineci-
dent”. In the course of the hearings a favor-
able report was received from the Department
of Defense indicating that settlement of this
issue should be made from military retire-
ment funds. Since the Committee on Veter-
ans Affairs has no jurisdiction over these
funds, the Committee voted to have the bill
re-referred to the Committee on Armed
Services,

We of course realize that your Committee
would not consider H.R. 4382 in its present
form, so in effect we are tranferring the sub-
Jject matter to your Committee because of the
recommendation of the Department of De-
fense. We are in the process of printing our
hearings and these will be made availablé
to your Committee at the earliest possible
time.

Congressman Teague is Chairman of the
Compensation and Pension Subcommittee
that held hearings on the subject, and both
he and I will be glad to be of assistance in
any way possible.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
Wt JENNINGS BRYAN DoRN,
Chairman.
AvcUsT 9, 1973.

Hon. F. EpwArRD HEBERT,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

DEear Mg, CHAIRMAN: Further reference is
made to my letter of July 30, 1973 concern-
ing the re-referral to your Committee of H.R.
4382, a bill relating to benefits for individuals
involved in the so-called “Brownsville Inci-
dent” and their survivors. As you have no
doubt noted, the bill was formerly re-referred
to your Committee on July 31, 1973.

To give you the background and purpose
of this legislation, I am enclosing a copy of
the Transcript of Hearings held on this bill
by our Subcommittee on Compensation and
Pension June 14, 1973, together with a copy
of Senator Humphrey's statement on the bill
and a press release issued by Congressman
Augustus F, Hawkins, sponsor of the legis-
lation.

Subsequently, the Senate reported a veter-
ans’ pension bill, 8. 275, Section B8 of which
deals with this same subject matter. After
8. 275 was passed by the Senate August 2, the
House pension bill, HR. 9474, was taken up,
amended by substituting the text of the Sen-
ate bill and passed. We hope to take appro-
priate action on the pension bill shortly after
returning from the summer recess, Prior
thereto, we will coordinate with you with re-
spect to what position the House should take
on the Brownsville provision of the bill.

Sincerely,
W, JENNINGS BRYAN DORN,
Chairman.
SEPTEMBER 20, 1973.

Hon. F. Epwarp HEBERT,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,

House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I call your attention
to recent correspondence between you and
Chairman Dorn concerning legislation pro-
posing certain benefits for individuals in-
volved in the so-called “Brownsville Inci-
dent” and thelr survivors.

As you are aware, HR. 4382, a bill pro-
posing certain rellef in this area, was re-

referred to your Committee on July 31, 1973
for reasons outlined in Mr. Dorn's letter of
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July 30th. Your letter of August 3, 1973 ex-
pressed & concurrence in this action.

Subsequently, as the Chairman advised
you on August 9, 1973, the Senate, on Au-
gust 2, passed a veterans' pension bill, 8. 275,
Section 8 of which deals with the same sub-
ject matter as the Brownsville bill, H.R. 4382.
That section appears to authorize statutory
relief in accordance with the recommenda~
tion of the Department of Defense and the
Office of Management and Budget. We have
just received copies of letters of the Chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Veterans
Affairs from the Department of the Army and
the Office of Management and Budget (copies
enclosed) expressing approval of the legisla-
tive approach embodied in Section 8 of S.
275 as that bill is now pending before the
House,

You will recall that in your letter to Chair-
man Dorn of August 16th, you expressed your
assurances with respect to advising our Com-
mittee as to action that might be taken by
your Committee on this legislation. As you
will note from the enclosed clipping from
the Washington Post of September 19th, one
of the two known survivors of the Browns-
ville Incident of 1906 recently died. Accord-
ingly, if any of the few surviving beneficiaries
of remedial legislation are able to secure
some rellef, I am sure you will agree that
immediate legislative actlon is Imperative.

It is my belief that further House action
on 8. 275, as passed by the Senate, will be
taken in the near future. In that connection,
I perceive at this time no objection to Sec-
tion 8 of the bill dealing with the Browns-
ville Incident. On the other hand, consistent
with our position from the outset that the
subject matter is primarily of concern to your
Committee, Chairman Dorn agrees that we
should defer to your wishes as to the appro-
priate further legislative procedure.

In view of the foregoing, I will appreciate
your advising our Committee (1) whether,
in connection with House consideration of
the pension bill, 8. 275, in the near future,
you will walve any jurisdictional objection
with regard to the Brownsville provision cf
the bill (Sec. 8) or (2) whether your Com-
mittee is prepared to expedite action on a
separate proposal having the same objective.
I am sure it is apparent to all of us that
time is truly of the essence if we are going to
provide effective legislative rellef for the sur-
viving tragic cases involved in the Browns-
ville Incident.

Sincerely,
OLin E. TEAGUE,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on
Compensation and Pension.

SEPTEMBER 26, 1973.

Hon., Ormn E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Subcommittiee on Compensation
and Pension, Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CHamman: I have reference to
your letter dated September 20, 1973, con-
cerning pending legislation proposing certain
benefits for certain individuals involved in
the so-called “Brownsville Incident” and
their survivors.

Your letter advises that on August 2, 1973,
the Senate passed a Veterans Pension Bill,
8. 275, of which Section 8 deals with the same
subject matter as the Brownsville bill, H. R.
4382. Section 8 of the Senate bill, in accord-
ance with your letter, appears to authorize
statutory relief in accoidance with the rec-
ommendation of the Department of Defense
and the Office of Management and Budget.

In view of this circumstance, you have
suggested that my Committee may wish to
waive any jurisdictional objection with regard
to the Brownsville provision of the bill, Sec-
tion 8 of 8. 275, so as to enable the Veterans
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Affairs Committee to act expeditiously on
both the Brownsville provision of the bill and
the balance of the Veterans Pension Bill,
8. 275.

I appreciate your desire to expedite resolu-
tion of the so-called “Brownsville Incident”,
and in view of the unusual circumstances
present in this case, I am sure that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, including the
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee,
Mr. Bray, would have no objection to the
Veterans Affairs Committee acting on this
matter.

Sincerely,
F. Eow. HEgerT, Chairman.

Mr. Speaker, it is estimated that the
additional cost of the House amendment
for the first full fiscal year would be
$238.9 million and the increase in pension
rates would be effective January 1, 1974.
I strongly urge approval of the amend-
ment and express the hope that the other
body will follow suit on the measure so
that our veterans and their dependents
will be able to receive pension relief
before the next session of this Congress.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker,
I will support the motion of the distin-
guished gentlemen from South Carolina,
the chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs, to concur in the Senate
amendment to HR. 9474 with a further
amendment. Members will recall the
House passed this pension bill on July
30. The bill as it passed the House of
Representatives had a first full year cost
of $246 million. It provided for a mini-
mum 10-percent increase in the monthly
rates of pension. In some instances, the
percentage increase was considerably
greater than 10 percent. It also provided
that a spouse’s earned income in excess
of $3,600 annually would be counted as
the veteran's income for pension pur-
poses. This bill, Mr. Speaker, was de-
signed to neutralize or offset to a great
extent the adverse effect of last year’s
social security increase upon veteran's
pensions.

The Senate amendments to this bill,
Mr. Speaker, authorized a maximum 10-
percent increase in all pension rates. Ad-
ditionally, the Senate amendments in-
creased maximum income limitations of
existing law by $400. The House bill had
been silent on this provision. In addition,
the Senate amendment authorized the
payment of a lump sum pension to any
surviving veteran or to the unremarried
widow of any such veteran of the in-
famous Brownsville, Tex., incident of
1906. This incident, widely publicized,
resulted in the Army giving dishonorable
discharges to 167 unidentified black sol-
diers in a mass punishment following a
10 minute shooting. The guilt of the 167
soldiers was not established and the pun-
ishment was completely unjustified. In
1972, the Secretary of the Army cleared
the records of all the soldiers concerned
and issued them honorable discharges.
The Senate amendment would authorize
a $25,000 lump sum payment to surviving
veterans and $10,000 for the unremarried
widows.

The amendment offered by the chair-
man will authorize increases that are
more generous than the original Senate
scale and slightly more modest than the
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original House version. It will retain,
however, the laudable objective of off-
setting to a great extent the adverse ef-
fect of last year’s social security increase.

It will preserve the income limitations
of existing law, but will remove the lim-
itation on spouse’s earned income that
were contained in the original House
passed bill.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the amendment
will accept the Senate language author-
izing a lump sum payment to survivors of
the Brownsville incident and their un-
remarried widows.

I support the gentleman’s amendment,
Mr. Speaker, because it represents a rea-
sonable compromise with the Senate ver-
sion of the bill. I urge that it be passed.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, I was pleased to join with Chair-
man DorN as a cosponsor of HR. 9474
which we passed today overwhelmingly.

By increasing monthly non-service-
connected disability and death pension
rates for veterans, their widows and chil-
dren and the dependency and indemnity
payments to dependent parents by a min-
imum of 10 percent, this legislation will
help eliminate the see-saw effect which
plagues so many. In my opinion this bill
will, in the great majority of cases, help
to offset some of the veterans benefits
which were lost because of the last 20
percent social security increase.

Mr. Speaker, because of the drastic
spiraling increases in our cost of living,
I strongly urge our colleagues in the
other body to consider HR. 9474 at an
early date so that the benefits provided
by this legislation can reach the intended
recipients, many of whom are in great
need, as soon as possible.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 9474 and
urge its unanimous approval by my col-
leagues. As we all know, this measure
will provide for a 10-percent across the
board increase in the pension benefits
being received by our non-service-con-
nected veterans and the widows and chil-
dren of non-service-connected veterans.
This increase will help to minimize the
impact of the social security increase
which became effective this past January.

I realize that this is a stopgap meas-
ure as far as our non-service-connected
veterans are concerned, but hopefully
it will help to alleviate their financial
problems during these times of rising
prices. It is unfortunate but true that
each time we raise social security bene-
fits, the non-service-connected veteran
suffers a loss in his pension which means
his monthly income remains virtually
static. By passing this measure, we will
make it possible for the non-service-con-
nected veteran to realize a modest in-
crease in his or her monthly income.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of HR.

9474 as amended by the Senate and fur-
ther amended by the House.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DORN

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Dorn moves that the House concur in
the Senate amendment to the text with an
amendment as follows: Strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That (a) subsection (b) of section 521 of
title 38, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

“(b) If the veteran is unmarried (or mar-
ried but not living with and not reasonably
contributing to the support of his spouse)
and has no child, pension shall be paid ac-
cording to the following formula: If annual
income is $300 or less, the monthly rate of
pension shall be $143. For each $1 of annual
income in excess of $300 up to and including
$800, the monthly rate shall be reduced 3
cents; for each $1 of annual income in ex-
cess of $800 up to and including $1,300, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; for
each $1 of annual income in excess of $1,300
up to and including $1,600, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 5 cents; for each $1 of an-
nual income in excess of $1,600 up to and
including $2,200, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 6 cents; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $2,200 up to and including
$2,500, the monthly rate shall be reduced 7
cents; and for each $1 of annual income in
excess of 82,5600 up to and including $2,600,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 8 cents.

“No pension shall be paid if annual income
exceeds $2,600.”.

(b) Subsection (c) of such section 521 is
amended to read as follows:

“{c) I the veteran is married and living
with or reasonably contributing to the sup-
port of his spouse, or has a child or children,
pension shall be paid according to the fol-
lowing formula: If annual income is $500 or
less, the monthly rate of pension shall be
8154 for a veteran and one dependent, 8159
for a veteran and two dependents, and $164
for three or more dependents. For each $1 of
annual income in excess of 8500 up to and
including $800, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $800 up to and including
$2,600, the monthly rate shall be reduced 3
cents; for each $1 of annual income in ex-
cess of $2,600 up to and including $3,200, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents; for
each $1 of annual income in excess of £3,200
up to and including $3,700, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 5 cents; and for each $1 of
annual income in excess of §3,700 up to and
including £3,800, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 6 cents, No pension shall be paid if
annual income exceeds $3,800.".

(c) Subsection (b) of section 541 of title
38, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

“(b) If there is no child, pension shall be
pald according to the following formula: If
annual income is $300 or less, the monthly
rate of pension shall be $06. For each $1 of
annual income in excess of $300 up to and
including $600, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 1 cent; for each $1 of annual income
in excess of 8600 up to and including $1,400,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents:
for each $1 of annual income in excess of
$1,400 up to and including $2,600, the month-
ly rate shall be reduced 4 cents.

No pension shall be paid If annual income
exceeds £2,600.".

(d) Subsection (¢) of such section 541 is
amended to read as follows:

“{c) If there is a widow and one child,
pension shall be paid according to the fol-
lowing formula: If ann“al income is $700 or
less, the monthly rate of pension shall be
#114, For each $1 of annual income in excess
of 8700 up to and including $1,100, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 1 cent; for
each $1 of annual income In excess of $1,100
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ur to and including $2,5600, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of an-
nual income in excess of $2,500 up to and
including $3,400, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 3 cents; and for each $1 of annual
income in excess of $3,400 up to and includ-
ing $3,800, the monthly rate shall be reduced
4 cents. Whenever the monthly rate payable
to the widow under the foregoing formula
is less than the amount which would be
payable to the child under section 542 of this
title if the widow were not entitled, the
widow will be pald at the child's rate. No
pension shall be paid if the annual income
exceeds £3,800.".

Sec. 2. Bection 541(d) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by striking 17"
and substituting in lieu thereof “18",

Sec. 3. (a) Section 542(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
the figures ‘42" and *“17” respectively, and
substituting in lleu thereof the figures 44"
and “18", respectively.

Sec. 4. (a) Subsection (b) of section 415
of title 38, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows:

“(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2) of this subsection, if there is only one
parent, dependency and indemnity compen-
sation shall be paid to him according to the
following formula: If annual income is $800
or less, the monthly rate of dependency and
indemnity compensation shall be $110, For
each $1 of annual income in excess of $3800
up to and including $1,100, the monthly rate
shall be reduced 3 cents; for each $1 of an-
nual income in excess of $1,100 up to and
including $1,500, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 4 cents; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of 1,500 up to and including
$1,700, the monthly rate shall be reduced 5
cents; for each $1 of annual income in ex-
cess of 1,700 up to and including £2,000, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 6 cents; for
each §1 of annual income in excess of $2,000
up to and including $2,300, the monthly
rate shall be reduced 7 cents; and for each
$1 annual income in excess of $2,300 up to
and including $2,600, the monthly rate shall
be reduced B cents.

No dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion shall be paid if annual income exceeds
$2,600.

*(2) If there is only one parent and he
has remarried and is living with his spouse,
dependency and indemnity compensation
shall be paid to him under either the formula
of paragraph (1) of this subsection or under
the formula in subsection (d), whichever is
the greater. In such a case of remarriage the
total combined annual income of the parent
and his spouse shall be counted in deter-
mining the monthly rate of dependency and
indemnity compensation under the appro-
priate formula.”

(b) Subsection (c¢) of such section 415 is
amended to read as follows:

“(c) Except as provided in subsection (d),
if there are two parents, but they are not
living together, dependency and indemnity
compensation shall be paid to each accord-
ing to the following formula: If the annual
income of each parent is 800 or less, the
monthly rate of dependency and indemnity
payable to each shall be #77. For each $1 of
annual income in excess of $800 up to and
including $1,100, the monthly rate shall be
reduced 2 cents; for each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $1,100 up to and including
$1,400, the monthly rate shall be reduced
3 cents; for each $1 of annual income in
excess of $1,400 up to and including $2,300,
the monthly rate shall be reduced 4 cents;
and for each #1 of annual income in excess
of $2,300 up to and including §2,600, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 5 cents.

No dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion shall be paid to a parent whose annual
income exceeds $2,600.".
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(c) Subsection (d) of such section 415 is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) If there are two parents who are living
together, or if a parent has remarried and is
living with his spouse, dependency and in-
demnity compensation shall be paid to each
such parent according to the following form-
ula: If the total combined annual income is
$1,000 or less, the monthly rate of dependency
and indemnity compensation payable to each
parent shall be £74. For each $1 of annual in-
come in excess of $1,000 up to and including
$1,200, the monthly rate shall be reduced 1
cent; for each $1 of annual income in ex-
cess of §1,200 up to and including $2,900, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 2 cents; and
for each $1 of annual income in excess of
$2900 up to and Including $3,800, the
monthly rate shall be reduced 3 cents,

No dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion shall be paid to either parent if the
total combined annual income exceeds $£3,-
800.".

Bec. 5. Section 3203(a)(1) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out “30" and inserting in lieu thereof “50".

Sec. 6. (a) Subsection (b) of section 3010
of title 38, United States Code, is amended by
inserting “(1)" immediately after “(b)", and
by adding at the end of said subsection the
following new paragraph:

“(2) The effective date of an award of dis-
ability pension to a veteran shall be the
date of application or the date on which the
veteran became permanently and totally dis-
abled, if an application therefor is received
within one year from such date, whichever
is to the advantage of the veteran.”.

(b) Subsection (a) of this sectlon shall
apply to applications filed after its effective
date, but in no event shall an award made
thereunder be effective prior to such effective
date.

Sec. 7. (a) Any veteran who was dishon-
orably discharged from the United States
Army as the result of an incident that oc-
curred in Brownsville, Texas, on August 13,
1906, and who was not subsequently ruled
eligible for reenlistment in the Army by a
special Army tribunal decision dated April 6,
1910, shall, upon application made to the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs together with
such evidence as the Administrator may re-
quire, be paid the sum of $25,000.

(b) Any unremarried widow of any veteran
described in subsection (a) of this section
shall, upon application made to the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs together with
such evidence as the Administrator may re-
quire, be paid the sum of $10,000 if such vet-
eran died prior to the date of enactment of
this Act or if such veteran failed to make
application for payment under subsection
(a) after such date of enactment and prior to
his death.

(c) Payment authorized to be made under
this section in the case of any veteran or
widow shall be made by the Secretary of the
Army, out of funds available for the payment
of retired pay to Army personnel, upon certi-
fication by the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs of the entitlement of such veteran or
widow to receive such payment. In no case
may any payment be made to any veteran or
widow under this section unless application
for such payment is made within five vears
after the date of enactment of this Act.

Sec. B. This Act shall take effect on Jan-
uary 1, 1974.

Mr. DORN (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed to.
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MOTION OFFBERED BY MR. DORN

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Dorn moves that the House concur in
the Senate amendment to the title of the
bill with an amendment as follows: Amend
the title so as to read “a bill to amend
title 38, United States Code, to increase the
monthly rates of disability and death pen-
sions and dependency and indemnity com-
pensation and for other purposes.”

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks, and to include extraneous
matter, on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS
INCREASE

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, T move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11333) to provide a 7-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits beginning with March 1974 and an
additional 4-percent increase beginning
with June 1974, to provide inereases in

supplemental security income benefits,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN) .

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 11333, with
Mr. DingeLL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr, ULLMAN)
will be recognized for 114 hours and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BROYHILL)
will be recognized for 1'% hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN) .

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of HR.
11333 is to provide increased payments
for social security beneficiaries and
needy aged, blind, and disabled adults
who will start receiving payments under
the new Federal supplemental security
income program—SSI—which will go
into operation at the beginning of 1974.

As recently as last July legislation was
approved to increase the benefits of these
same individuals. Public Law 93-66 en-
acted in July of 1973 would provide a 5.9-
percent cost-of-living increase applicable
only to social security benefits payable
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for June 1974 through December 1974.
This benefit increase was enacted as an
advance payment of a portion of the first
automatic benefit increase which would
be in effect for January 1975.

Let me say that this bill relates to two
separate programs. One is the social se-
curity program, and the other is the sup-
plemental security income program
which Members will recall was enacted in
1972 to replace the Federal-State grant-
in-aid program for the aged, the blind,
and the disabled. In Public Law 93-66
this year we also provided for some ad-
ditional payments in SSI recipients. Un-
der the original law the new SSI pro-
gram would go into effect in January, but
earlier this year we provided for an in-
crease in SSI payments that would go
into effect in July of 1974.

What we are doing in that respect
in this bill is stepping up the time for
these increases from July of 1974 to Jan-
uary of 1974. Remember, these are for
the aged, the blind, and the disabled.
This is the supplemental security income
program, I will in a few minutes point
out the problem in connection with that
program as it relates to State supple-
mental payments which create some dif-
fieulty, and I will point out how I think
we properly have solved it in this bill.

The second measure that this bill re-
lates to is of course the cost-of-living
increases in the social security system
which were to have gone into effect on
January 1 of 1975 but concerning which
earlier this year we provided a special
£.9-percent-benefit increase effective in
July of 1974. What we are doing in this
legislation is moving that increase on up
to the earliest possible date when it can
be put into effect, and that is March of
this year, payable in the April checks.

Since the enactment of Public Law
93-66 early in July the cost-of-living in-
dex, particularly those elements which
have the greatest effect on individuals
not in the labor force, such as the price
of food, has risen more rapidly than at
any time since the post-World War II
period. This is why we are here before
the House today.

Note this: In the 3 months time, July,
August, and September, the index has
risen at a seasonally adjusted annual
rate of 10.3 percent and the food com-
ponent of the index has risen at a sea-
sonally adjusted annual rate during
those 3 months of 28.8 percent. This is
the most phenomenal increase in the
cost of food that any of us has experi-
enced in our time and this is the reason
we are here to try to relate that cost of
living to the benefits that are received
by the aged under these programs.

It is evident, therefore, that Congress
should act now both to provide assur-
ances to beneficiaries that the social se-
curity and supplemental security income
programs are responsive to changing
needs by improving benefits as quickly
as possible and also to maintain confi-
dence in the fiscal integrity of the social
security system by improving the actu-
arial soundness of the program.

I believe it is extremely important that
we keep the social security program ae-
tuarially sound and in this measure we
have taken the necessary steps to bring
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the program back into actuarial sound-

ness, so that we can go home to our

constituents and explain to them that
the social security fund is on a sound
basis.

The committee’s bill would provide for
a flat 7 percent social security benefit
increase for March, 1974, which will be
reflected in the checks received early in
April, which would be a partial advance
payment of a permanent 11 percent
benefit increase effective for June, 1974,
Eﬁected in the checks payable early in

y.

Let me explain why the commitiee
chose to make the first part of the in-
crease in social security benefits effective
for March. I just will explain that this
is absolutely the earliest possible date
that even a flat increase could be put
into effect, according to the testimony
presented to our committee by the Social
Security Administration experts.

The Social Security Administration in-
formed the committee that it did not
have the ability to implement the new
SS8I program and at the same time re-
compute the benefits of all social security
beneficiaries in the manner that social
security benefit increases have been
made in the past, which is on a so-called
refined or precisely exact basis, and to
reflect such a benefit increase in the
checks received by social security bene-
ficiaries prior to the checks issued in
May, issued May 3, 1974.

Mr. Chairman, af thi® point I will in-
sert into the Recorp a statement pre-
pared by the Social Security Adminis-
tration explaining why it would not be
possible to include a social security bene-
fit increase in social security checks prior
to April 1974:

Way Ir Isn't PossmBLE To Pay A Socian
SECURITY BENEFIT INCREASE IMMEDIATELY
Glven the fact that the Social Security

Administration employs tens of thousands of

workers and is one of the world's largest users

of computers, it would seem, on the surface
that it would be a simple matter to include
any benefit increase in the very next check
following a decision by the Congress and the

President to provide the Increase.

As it turns out, it is a difficult and time-
consuming task—one that requires a great
deal of planning and preparatory work. While
computers can calculate benefit increases
very quickly, preparing them to make those
calculations is a wvery complex undertak-
ing. The complexity also limits the number
of people who can be assigned to this work
at any given time. Following are some of
the reasons why the process takes so much
time.

The computers can easily be used for the
relatively simple chore of multiplying cur-
rent benefits by the rate of the increase for
less than half of the 29 million beneficiaries
who receive checks each month.

For the remaining beneficiaries—some 17
million people—the computers must be pro-
grammed to apply & vast number of complex
rules required to increase the amount of a
person’s check correctly. For example, & com-
plex calculation is required for beneficlaries
who retired before age 65, and for those who
are widows,

Last year, the Social Security Act was
amended to include many changes which
greatly complicate benefit calculations and
increase the number of variables that must
be taken into account. Computer programs
and payment systems are still being revised
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to work those legislative changes into the
system. These changes have rendered useless
computer programs and special systems used
by the Social Security Administration to ex-
ecute previous benefit increases.

Last year’s Social Security Amendments
also authorized a new Federal Supplemental
Security Income program calling for the So-
cial Security Administration to begin making
cash assistance payments to some 6 million
needy aged, blind, and disabled people in
January 1974, This new program adds a slg-
nificant workload for the Social Security Ad-
ministration. The requirement to install the
Supplemental Security Income program and
to increase social security benefits at the
same time complicates both processes—par-
ticularly because the two programs affect
each other and must be carefully coordi-
nated.

The combination of all of these factors
makes the preparation required to correctly
increase 29 million social security checks
more difficult than ever before. The best esti-
mate of the Social Security Administration
is that the complete process, from beginning
of planning to delivery of an increased bene-
fit check, will require about 6 months,

Following is & summary of some of the
steps that are required to complete prepara-
tions, calculate the increase, and deliver a
higher check to social security beneficlaries:

Step 1. The planning for and preparation
of new computer programs and changes in
the check processing system require about
12 weeks.

Step 2. Testing and checking these pro-
grams and systems changes require another
2 weeks.

Step 3. A master benefit record must be
kept on the 29 million people now receiving
checks. Correct benefit payments cannot be
made unless it is maintained and updated
accurately. Thus, the new computer programs
and systems changes must be tested to be
certain that they do not produce errors in
the master benefit record. This step is very
important, otherwise future benefits could
be in error, to the disadvantage of millions
of social security beneficiares. This step takes
another 2 weeks.

Step 4. The actual process of updating the
master file and calculating the benefit in-
crease then takes place. It is this step that
produces a massive computer tape which
will be used by the Treasury Department as
a basis for writing the benefit checks them-
selves. This step takes about 5§ weeks.

Step 5. Using the tape prepared by the
Social Security Administration, the Treas-
ury Department prepares the actual checks—
over 29 million of them. This requires about
3 to 4 weeks. The process of preparing regu-
lar monthly soclal security checks goes on
routinely, month in and month out. Three
weeks out of every month is always devoted
to Treasury processing.

Step 6. The checks are mailed by the postal
service. This is the quickest step. It only
takes about 3 days.

To carry out all these steps takes about 6
months.

The Soclal Security Administration is
anxious to deliver proper checks, including
new benefit amounts, at the levels author-
ized in law—as quickly and as accurately as
possible. Benefit increases have occurred with
some frequency during recent years, and the
Social Security Administration has gained a
great deal of experience in preparing for and
dealing with them. In the case of past bene-
fit increases, SSA has begun a number of
the required steps even ahead of actual
changes in the law, in anticipation of final
action by the Congress. In other words, the
agency has anticipated the changes and thus
reduced the elapsed time between final en-
actment of the benefit increase and the
delivery of the check. However, it can begin
its work only as soon as there is reasonable
assurance of what the Congress intends to
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do. Assuming the Congress will complete its
action by December 1, the above schedule
would result in the delivery of accurately
computed benefit increase checks in May of
1974—at the earliest.
POSSIBILITY OF A FLAT ‘'UNREFINED”
INCREASE

The above process can be speeded up if the
law authorizing the benefit increase calls
for a simple multiplication of the current
benefit for each and every beneficiary by the
percentage increase. In other words, by ig-
noring all the variables that now exist for
more than 17 million beneficiaries, the proc-
ess can be shortened. On this basis, a benefit
increase can be paid in the April check.
However, such an unrefined increase would
mean that about 12 million people would
receive an amount somewhat lower (usually
about $1) than they would receive under a
refined increase. Nevertheless, these people
would receive more than they now receive.

Under this kind of arrangement, it would
be necessary later to refine all the records
and calculate all the variables for 17 million
people in order to begin paying checks in
the correct monthly amount.

With respect to the T-percent benefit
increase payable for March through May
of 1974, the reported bill therefore pro-
vides for a simplified benefit increase.
When the full 11 percent goes into effect
in June, payable in July, it will be a
‘“refined” 11 percent; so at that time the
increases will be in full conformity with
all the complexities and technicalities of
the social security law and will be pre-
cisely accurate for all classes of benefi-
ciaries.

Let me turn now to the financing, be-
cause I believe this is extremely impor-
tant. The bill would also bring the long-
range actuarial deficit of the system
within acceptable limits by increasing
the annual amount of earnings subject
to tax and creditable for benefits and
by making adjustments in the social se-
curity tax schedule.

Let me tell the Members here that un-
til 1981 there will be no increase of rates
in the combined social security and hos-
pital insurance tax schedules. There will
be some adjustment between the HI por-
tion and the social security portion,
which I also will explain. However, the
bill would raise the social security taxa-
ble wage base for calendar year 1974
from $12,600 to $13,200.

The adjustments in the social security
tax rates, as I have indicated, involve in-
creases in the tax rates on a long term
basis to provide additional funds for this
social security cash benefit program and
decreases in the tax rate for the hospital
insurance program. There will be no in-
crease, as I have indicated, in the total
tax rate when we combine the tax rates
of both of these programs until 1981. At
that time there would be a 0.15-percent
increase in the total tax rate involving
an increase from 6.15 percent to 6.30 per-
cent at that time, in 1981, There would
also be an increase in the total combined
tax rate in subsequent years. Mr. Chair-
man, at this point I will insert in the
Recorp memorandums prepared by the
office of the actuary relating to the fi-
nancial soundness of the Social Security
System as modified by H.R. 11333, and
also a table setting forth social security
tax rates under the present law and as
they would be modified by the committee
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bill. These matters are covered very care-
fully in the committee report, and I
would recommend these tables to the at-
tention of the Members.
GENERAL MEMORANDUM
From: Francisco Bayo, Deputy Chief Actu-
ary, SSA.
Subject: Margin of Variation in the Long
Range Actuarial Balance of the
OASDI System.

Historically, there has been a range or mar-
gin of variation that has been regarded as
acceptable In the financing of the OASDI
system. The margin has been predicated
mostly on the basis that the actuary cannot
project future costs with exact precision and
partly on the fact that the tax rates are
rounded to the nearest 0.10 percent of tax-
able payroll.

In the early 1060's, it used to be that the
system would be considered in actuarial bal-
ance if the deficit (or surplus) was not over
0.30 percent of taxable payroll. This permis-
sible margin of variations was later reduced
to 0.10 percent of taxable payroll, when the
1965 Advisory Council recommended that the
estimates be prepared over a 75-year period
rather than over perpetuity. The change to a
shorter period of valuation brought more
certainty into the cost projections. The
latest Advisory Council recommended that
the estimates be based on increasing earn-
ings and benefits assumptions rather than
the static ones that had been used in the
past. The projection of costs on the basis of
possible future increases in wages and in
Consumer Price Index makes the long-range
cost more uncertain and, therefore, subject
to a wider margin of variation. This new
margin of variation could be established at a
relative level of about 5 percent of the cost
of the system, or at about 0.57 percent of
taxable payroll for the present OASDI
system,

The bill reported out by the Ways and
Means Committee, HR. 11333, has an actuar-
ial balance of —0.51 percent of taxable pay-
roll, and it is within a permissible margin of
5 percent of the cost of the system.

The present system has an actuarial bal-
ance of —0.768 percent of taxable payroll,
which is outside the permissible range of
variation. However, the Ways and Means
Committee bill provides for an improvement
in the financing of about 1} of one percent
of taxable payroll, thus bringing the system
into closer actuarial balance.

Ideally, the preferred financing would yield
an exact actuarial balance, that is, no long-
range deficit or surplus, but due to the varia-
tions in future cost and to the rounding of
the tax rates, a margin of deficit or surplus
is acceptable.

FraNcisCo BaYo.

GENERAL MEMORANDUM

NovEmsBeEr 13, 1973,
From—Francisco Bayo, Deputy Chief, Actu-
ary, SSA.
Subject—Pinancial Soundness of the Social
Security System.

The financial or actuarial soundness of
the Social Security system is generally es-
tablished on the basis of the long-range cost
of the system. This is done by comparing the
average-cost of the system over 75 years into
the future with the average tax collections
that are expected over the same period. If in
this comparison the costs and taxes are close
to each other (no more than 5 percent
apart), the system is regarded as being fi-
nancially sound.

As examples of the above, it could be indi-
cated that the present Social Security sys-
tem needs additional taxes in order to be
actuarially sound, since the tax collection
projected under present law falls short by
about 7 percent of projected cost. On the
other hand, the bill reported out a few days
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ago by the House Committee on Ways and
Means, HR. 11333, can be regarded as finan-
clally sound since there is a difference of
only 4 percent between the projected taxes
and the projected costs. This bringing of the
Social Becurity system back into actuarial
soundness is a result that the Committee
wanted to accomplish in the bill.

In a program like the Social Security sys-
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tem, there is no need to keep on hand
enough funds to pay for all future benefits.
The test 18 whether all future income, in ad-
ditlon to the funds on hand, would come
close to covering all future outgo. It is, how-
ever, important (but not essential) that the
funds on hand increase during the early
years, lLe., that the use of the present funds
to pay benefits in the near future should be

November 14, 1973

avolded. Under the bill reported out by the
Ways and Means Committee, the funds
would increase in the early years from about
$46 billion at the end of 1974 to about $54
billion at the end of 1978. The reverse would
be true under present law, since the funds
would decrease from $47 billion in 1974 to
$46 billion in 1978.
Francrsco Bayo.

SOCIAL SECURITY TAX RATES FOR EMPLOYERS, EMPLOYEES, AND SELF-EMPLOYED PERSONS UNDER PRESENT LAW AND COMMITTEE BILL

[in percent]

Present law

Committee bill

Employer and employee, each

Self-employed

Employer and employee, each

Total HI DASDI

HI Total

1974 through 1977 c====c<

1978 through 1980

1981 through 1985._

1986 through 2010. —=cococe=cza
2011 plus. ___——

100
1.25
1.35
1.45
1.45

0.
1.
L
L
L

The committee bill also makes some
modifications in the provisions of the
Social Security Act with respect to in-
creasing benefits automatically to keep
pace with future increases in the cost
of living.

Under present law, the cost of living
for the automatic benefit increase provi-
sions is measured from the second quar-
ter of one year to the second quarter of
the next year, with any benefit increase
payable for the following January. This
results in a T-month lag between the end
of the period which is used to determine
the rise in the cost of living for an auto-
matic benefit increase and the payment
for such increase. The January check is
actually received in February, T months
after the close of the second calendar

The committee felt that an increase
under the automatic benefit adjustment
provision of the law should reflect the
rise of the cost of living as nearly as pos-
sible to the date of implementation. In
order to achieve this purpose, the bill
would change the automatic adjustment
provisions of the law to provide that fu-
ture benefit increases be computed on
the basis of the Consumer Price Index for
the first calendar quarter rather than
the second calendar quarter of the year,
as under present law, and also that the
resulting automatic benefit increase be
effective for June of the year in which a
determination to increase benefits is
made.

This would reduce the lag between the
end of the calendar quarter used to
measure the rise in the cost of living and
the payment of the resulting benefit in-
crease from 7 months to 3 months. It
would also mean that the automatic
benefit increases in the future would be
payable in the month in which any re-
vised premiums under the supplemental
mediecal insurance program would be ef-
fective, thus providing the opportunity
to make both adjustments in the bene-
fit checks at the same time. So we think
this is an overall simplification of the
act and one that will make it work more
effectively.

Since the 11 percent benefit increase
provided for in the bill approximately
reflects the estimated rise in the cost of
living into the second calendar quarter
of 1974, the bill provides specifically that
for purposes of determining the first au-
tomatic benefit increase effective for
June, 1975, the increase in living cost
would be determined from the second
calendar guarter of 1974 to the first cal-
endar quarter of 1975.

These changes would not affect auto-
matie adjustment provisions relating to
the contribution and benefit base and
the earnings limitation except that these
increases would occur periodically in
January following a June benefit increase
rather than with the same month for
which benefits would be increased as
under present law.

The bill specifically provides that the
11 percent benefit increase for June 1974
provided for in the bill shall be consid-
ered for purposes of permitting an auto-
matic increase in the contribution and
benefit base and the earnings limitations
beginning effective January 1975.

Mr. Chairman, in making these
changes in the automatic benefit in-
crease provisions of the law, we have at-
tempted to provide a mechanism for
moving from these legislated increases
that we have had to make because of the
tremendous increase in cost of living.
The bill will make it possible to work into
the automatic cost-of-living procedures,

Under the bill we have provided for an
11-percent benefit increase effective in
1974 and then provided a new base
period whereby we can move automati-
cally into another cost-of-living increase
payable in July of 1975. So it is the
hope of the committee that there will be
no need for any further legislation to
get us into the automatic cost-of-living
benefit increase procedures.

This bill will take fully into considera~-
tion all of the cost-of-living increases
that will have taken place and will give
that cost of living to the beneficiaries as
rapidly as possible as the cost-of-living
increase occurs.

Therefore, we think that this is the
kind of tidying legislation that is ab-
solutely essential to get the cost of living
into a meaningful posture.

I think, very importantly, as I have
indicated before, we have also corrected
the actuarial imbalance in the program,
and I think that is something that we
should all note.

Let me turn to the matter of SSI bene-
fits, because this will create some con-
troversy in the program that we are
presenting, and I think it is the only
controversy.

The bill provides that SSI benefits
would be increased from $130 to $140 for
a single individual and from $195 to $210
for a couple, effective in January of 1974.
That would be reflected in the checks
received in January.

Remember, this is a new program, and
this is when it goes into effect, in Janu-
ary. But we will increase that amount
from the amount scheduled originally, as
I have indicated.

A further increase of $6 for single in-
dividuals and $9 for couples would be
effective in July 1974, as reflected in the
checks received for July.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is a provi-
gion that we will hear more about. The
bill contains what has been referred to
as a “pass-along provision” which will
affect the benefits payable in some States
which make the supplementary pay-
ments to recipients receiving benefits
under the new Federal SSI program.

This is a rather complicated matter.

As all of us know, the rationale for the
SSI program is to eliminate the grant-in-
aid and cost-sharing provisions for the
aged, blind, and disabled that we have
always had and to make this a Federal
program—in other words, to federalize
the adult category.

But in the original bill as passed, we
did make provision for the States that
had supplemental payments, because
some States have a higher cost factor,
and they feel that their aged people can-
not survive on the basis of these Federal
limits. And so we put into effect what we
call a hold harmless provision, and
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that hold harmless provision is what
gives us problems here.

The present law, in effect, provides
that if the average amount of income
actually received by aged, blind, and dis-
abled welfare recipients under State pro-
grams in January of 1972 was higher
than the level of Federal payments under
the supplemental security income pro-
gram the States may add enough to new
Federal benefits to make up the differ-
ence, with the assurance that their total
expenditures will not exceed the expendi-
tures for those programs from non-
Federal sources in the calendar year
1972,

The States may add enough to increase
the Federal benefits to make up the dif-
ference with the assurance that their
total expenditures will not exceed ex-
penditures from these programs from
non-Federal sources in calendar year
1972. That is the “hold harmless” pro-
vision. If the State exceeds the 1972 ex-
penditures, then the Federal Government
will make up the difference. Any in-
creases made since January 1972 are at
the State’s expense. It means that when
the Federal benefit is increased, as it is
in this bill, the State’s supplemental pay-
ments must be decreased by the same
amount or the State must provide addi-
tional funds of its own if it wishes the
beneficiary to have the benefits of this
inerease.

The first SSI payment will be made on
January 1, 1974, Because of the fear that
States could not make the necessary
adjustments in their law or make the
necessary plans or financing by that
time, this bill provides that the Federal
increase on January 1 may be passed on
to recipients during the calendar year
1974 at no additional expense to the
States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.
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Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 4 additional minutes.

In other words, what we have done is
provided for 1 year—and only 1 year—
a hold harmless provision for these in-
creases. Remember that we had a hold
harmless provision for all of the differen-
tial when we first initiated the program.

As an example of how this will work,
assume a State’s payment, together with
income, averaged $200 per recipient in
January 1972, The State made plans to
provide supplemental payments of $70
with the Federal payment of $130, which
is the amount that has been in the law,
and the amount we would increase it to is
$140.

Without this amendment the State
has two options: it can reduce the $70
to $60 so that the income to the penefi-
ciaries will be the same, or else it can
provide $10 of its own funds and thus
make a $70 payment to the beneficiary
and provide the same increase in total
income as there is in the Federal benefit.

The committee was very much afraid
some States would not be able to make
either of these choices in the time avail-
able and accordingly provided temporary
relief to the States, so that to the extent
they have problems they would not be
put in an impossible situation on Jan-
uary 1.

These are the principal provisions of
the bill.

I would like to assure Members of the
House that, as always, we thoroughly
considered this matter and have come to
you with a reasonable package designed
to treat social security beneficiaries fairly
and maintain the social security program
on a sound actuarial basis.

I strongly urge that the House pass the
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I will include supple-
mental material at this point in the
RECORD.
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED EFFECT OF SPECIAL BENEFIT IN-
CREASE OF 7 PERCENT, EFFECTIVE MARCH 1974 AND THE
PERMANENT 11 PERCENT INCREASE EFFECTIVE JUNE
1974, ON AVERAGE MONTHLY BENEFIT AMOUNTS IN
CURRENT-PAYMENT STATUS FOR SELECTED BENEFICIARY
GROUPS

Average monthly amount

Before After After
7 percent 7 percent 11 percent

Beneficiary group

1. AVERAGE MONTHLY
FAMILY BENEFITS

Retired worker alone (no de-

its). .
Retired worker and aged wife,
both receiving benefits_ ___
Disabled worker alone (no
dependents receiving ben-
efits).
Disabled worker, wife, and 1
or more children_..____.__
Aged widow alone_.__.____.
Widowed mother and 2 chil-
i SRR T
2. AVERAGE MONTHLY
INDIVIDUAL BENEFITS

All retired workers (with or
without dependents also
receiving benefits)__.____.

Al disabled workers (with
or without dependents also
receiving benefits).

173

197

TABLE 2.—ASSETS AT THE BEGINNING OF THE YEARt

[Percent]

OASDI HI

Modified  Present
system law

Modified
system

Calendar Present

1 As a percentage of expenditures during the year for the
OASI and DI trust funds, combined, and for the haspital insur-
ance trust fund, under present law and under the system as it
would be modified by the committee bill,

TABLE 3.—PROGRESS OF THE DASI AND DI TRUST FUNDS, COMBINED, UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE SYSTEM AS IT WOULD BE MODIFIED BY THE COMMITTEE

BILL, CALENDAR YEARS 1973-78
I'n billions]

Income Oultgo

Net increase in funds Assets, end of year

Present law

Modified

system Present law

Present law

Modified
system

Modified

Present law system

Calendar year:
1973 "o

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

1.
¢

| Outgo exceeds income by less than $50,000,000,

TABLE 4.—PROGRESS OF THE HOSPITAL INSURANCE TRUST FUND UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE SYSTEM AS IT WOULD BE MODIFIED BY THE

COMMITTEE BILL, CALENDAR YEARS 1973-78
[in billions]

Income

Net increase in funds Assets, end of year

Modified

Present law system fied system)

Present law

Modified
system

38

9,
U
3.
4.

6.
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TasLe 5.—Effect of H.R. 11333 on wunified
budget for fiscal year 1974
[In billions]
Additional outgo:
Soclal security benefit increase

Supplemental security income bene-
fit increase !

Additional income:
Social security earnings base

Net additional outgo

! Cost of “hold harmless” provision already
included in the budget. Without the amend-
ment in the bill, expenditures under the
“hold harmless’ provision would be about
$100 million less than provided for in the
Fiscal Year 1974 budget.

Mr. CAMP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CAMP. I believe the gentleman
staled the increased cost of living per-
centagewise was about 28.8 percent.

Mr. ULLMAN. For the time frame I
mentioned the food costs had gone up
at a 28.8 percent annual rate. That is
right. The across-the-board living cost
had gone up 10.3 percent.

Mr. CAMP. I wonder if the gentleman
can tell us how much the social security
payments percentagewise have gone up.

Mr. ULLMAN. What we have done in
this legislation is try and keep exactly
abreast of the cost-of-living increases
that have oceurred and to tide the pro-
gram over during this interim period so
that we can actually have cost-of-living
benefit increases coming into effect at
the time nearest to the cost-of-living in-
creases so that they can help the bene-
ficiaries. The actual result is here that
the increases we have afforded during
this year and through next year until
the automatic cost-of-living adjustments
come into effect will very closely match
the actual costs of living that have taken
place.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. UrrLman) has delivered a
very thorough explanation of the bill.
Therefore, I will attempt to merely sum-
marize essential points of the measure
and to make a few additional observa-
tions on it.

The bill provides for a 7-percent “flat”
social security benefit increase payable
in the April 3, 1974, paychecks, and for
a further increase in the July 3, 1974,
paychecks, bringing the combined in-
crease for the year to 11 percent across
the board.

And very importantly, Mr. Chairman,
the bill also provides for a quick return
to the cost-of-living increase concept in
the automatic escalator provision of
existing law.

In effect, the action taken under this
measure would preempt the first cost-of-
living increase, due to take effect in
January 1975, but as pointed out by
the gentleman from Oregon, HR. 11333
does provide for a prompt return to the
cost-of-living concept. The first auto-
matic inerease would be payable in July
1975, and succeeding increases would be
payable each July thereafter, if war-
ranted by increases in the cost of living
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totaling 3 percent or more, based on com-
parisons between the first quarter of
Onetyear and the first quarter of the
next,

To finance the 11 percent benefit in-
crease in 1974, the taxable wage base
would be raised from its present level of
$10,800 to $13,200 in 1974. I might point
out that the wage base would go up to
$12,600 anyway next year, under current
law.

The bill also provides for a transfer of
money from the health insurance trust
fund equal to one-tenth of 1 percent of
payroll, over to the old age, survivors
and disability trust funds starting next
year. This would be a temporary shift.
In 1981 the contribution rate for hospi-
tal insurance would be back on the
schedule set under current law.

In addition, H.R. 11333 provides for
further rate adjustments in future years
to keep the trust funds within recom-
mended actuarial bounds.

Finally, the bill advances the increases
already provided for the supplemental
security income program. SSI payments
would be raised under current law $10
per individual and $15 per married couple
in July of next year. The bill would ad-
vance these raises to January 1, 1974,
when the program starts, and would pro-
vide for further increases of $6 for in-
dividuals and $9 for couples effective on
July 1, 1974.

We adopted this portion of the bill
without too much disagreement in com-
mittee, except for one provision, the so-
called hold-harmless provision, under
which it is contended that 10 States
could raise their SSI benefits at Federal
expense. Over the years we have had a
discriminatory situation in which the
Federal Government has been paying
more to the poor in some States than in
others, due to the varying amounts that
the States were pufiting into the pro-
gram in supplemental payments. This
was an uneven practice which we at-
tempted to correct when we adopted the
SSI program.

The ultimate aim was to make the
same Federal payment in all instances,
but we included in the original SSI
legislation a hold harmless provision to
insure that States which were paying
benefits above the new Federal pay-
ment levels could continue doing so
without incurring higher welfare costs
than they were incurring in 1972, This
was intended to be a temporary provi-
sion. But it has been pointed out that
we are perpetuating that discrimination
in this legislation by permitting 10
States to increase their benefit levels by
the amounts of the increases provided
in the bill and still come under the old
hold harmless provision.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Rules has permitted the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS) to offer
an amendment to eliminate the hold-
harmless provision of this bill, even
though it would be extended only for 1
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more year. Everyone here knows that
once that year is up, a further exten-
sion will be sought, and we are establish-
ing a precedent for extension in H.R.
11333. I intend to support the amend-
ment of the gentlewoman from Mich-
igan when she offers it, and I hope it
will have the unanimous support of
Members on this side of the aisle.

Mr. Chairman, we had a lot of prob-
lems in writing this legislation, but those
problems did not arise from differences
among us with respect to our concern
for the aged, poor, and disabled. All of us
recognize the necessity to deal with those
particular needs, and all of us share
equally in our desire to do so.

It is unfair, if not intellectually dis-
honest, Mr. Chairman, for anyone to
claim more compassion or sympathy
than others for the aged. This is not just
a simple matter of determining who can
bid highest in providing additional social
security benefits. We are charged with
the responsibility of preserving the fi-
nancial integrity of the system, not only
for the present but for the future. This
involves providing adequate financing
and, of course, it is the taxpayer who
must pay the price. Specifically, it is
the wage earner in the lower income
brackets.

This also involves a problem of fiscal
impact. As we know, inflation hurts the
poor a great deal more than it does the
rest of the population; therefore, we
must minimize as much as we can the
inflationary fiscal impact which such
legislation will have.

Mr. Chairman, every time a social
security bill comes up for consideration,
there is much debate as to what we want
the social security system to be. Do we
want it to be a welfare program, or do
we want it to be an insurance program?
It was intended originally to be a social
insurance program, wherein wage earn-
ers can contribute to the system during
their earning years, and then, during
their years of retirement, receive benefits
based on those contributions. But be-
cause of our concern for the elderly and
the disabled, we have attempted repeat-
edly to meet their financial needs by
raising benefits without due regard to
the impact such actions might have on
the insurance aspect of the system.

More often than not, Mr. Chairman,
we have increased benefits the highest
for those who have contributed the least
to the system. We have provided the
greatest percentage increases to those
who have other investments and other
income. For example, many people who
have spent most of their working lives
in eivil service, retire and receive benefits
under that system, then work under
social security for a few years and receive
minimum benefits under this system
also. Social security benefits are heavily
weighted in favor of those with lower
covered earnings, on the basis of social
need. But whenever we increase benefits
across the board, this ironically has the
effect of helping not only those with the
greatest need, but those with the least,
as well.

In the meantime, we are soaking wage
earners to pay for liberalized benefits.
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Mr. Chairman, some of us feel that
taxes on wage earners have reached ac-
ceptable limits. In fact, one of my col-
leagues on the commitiee stated the
other day that he felt we might be on
the verge of a wage earners’ revolt.

Many of these wage earners do, in-
deed, have severe problems. Those who
are at the beginning of their earning
years are likely to be in the process of
trying to buy a home, trying to raise a
family, trying to educate their children,
and hopefully trying to put something
away for a rainy day. Many of the re-
tirees who benefit greatly from these so-
cial security increases do not have such
problems. In many instances the social
security beneficiaries have paid for their
homes, their children are grown and
educated, and they have been fortunate
enough to have put something aside for
themselves.

In this bill, we are raising the wage
base to $13,200 a year. The wage earner
who is earning that much in 1974 will
be paying $772.20 annually into the so-
cial security system. That is $140.40
more than he is paying this year. When
we add the equal contribution made by
his employer—and it should be noted
that the employer's contribution is basi-
cally chargeable to the employee because
it is a fringe benefit that the employee
would likely receive in another form if
the employer did not have to pay the
tax—Iit brings the total contribution to
the trust funds on behalf of the $13,200-
a-year wage earner up to $1,544.40 a
year, and that is not “peanuts.”

In fact, most of the workers covered
under social security earn less than
$13,200 a year, and many of them now
pay more in social security taxes than
they do in Federal income faxes.

And the rate of social security taxation
is going to continue to go up in future
years. We provide for it in this bill. From
5.85 percent of taxable earnings next
year, it will go as high as 7.45 percent if
Congress does not enact further adjust-
ments. Of course, we might say that a
person paying into social security will
get his money back later. He will if he
lives long enough, and if the system lasts
that long.

I submit, Mr, Chairman, that the trust
funds are only marginally sound. Contri-
bution rates and taxable earnings are
based on actuarial assumptions that are
considered questionable by many experts,
yet we have modified those actuarial
assumptions to suit our convenience.

In 1972 we modified them drastically
in order to justify a 20-percent increase.
In this switch we shifted to current cost
financing. And we already are violating
the new guidelines, current cost finane-
ing foregoes a large buildup of funds
in early years that would provide interest
earnings to the trust funds. The latest
Social Security Advisory Council rec-
ommended that under this new financing
assets in the trust funds should be equiv-
alent to about 1 year's benefit payments.
The Council said the law should be
changed to require the trustees of the
funds to report to Congress whenever
any of the funds might fall below %75
percent of the amount of the following
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year's expenditure or would rise above
125 percent of such expenditure.

But what do we have at the present
time in the OASDT trust funds? We have
a ratio of assets to the following year's
benefit payments of under 80 percent,
and this is expected to decline, under
the bill, to 62 percent. In short, we will
have assets declining below two-thirds
of 1 year’s benefit expenditure.

We also came up with a new set of
actuarial assumptions based on “dynamic
earnings.” This assumes we are going
to have an increase in average covered
earnings of 5 percent every year and an
increase in the cost of living, based on
the Consumer Price Index of 234 per-
cent annually, With those assumptions
and with the increases in benefits
throughout the years, it has been con-
tended that the system will remain ac-
tuarially sound if we can keep expendi-
tures in line with the income within a
tolerance of about minus 0.5 percent of
taxable payroll.

However, when we used more conser-
vative assumptions, based on level wages
and prices, we were told by the system’s
actuaries that actuarial soundness called
for a tolerance of about minus 0.1 per-
cent of taxable payroll.

Under this bill, we would have a
tolerance, or an actuarial imbalance, of
an estimated minus 0.51 percent of tax-
able payroll, which is 5 times greater
than the tolerance we once said to be
safe. If this figure of minus 0.51 percent
of payroll is maintained over a period of
5 years, it will amount to a total deficit
of several billions of dollars. So the ac-
tuarial soundness of this system at the
present time seems to me to be guestion-
able at best.

Mr. Chairman, we can make this sys-
tem more generous or more liberal, if we
provide the money for it. This money
has got to come from taxes. There is no
other source.

Increases based on the cost of living
are proper and fair, But past increases
we have provided have far exceeded in-
creases in the cost of living. Since 1950
the cumulative increase in the consumer
price index has amounted to 202.8 per-
cent, while the cumulative increases in
social security benefits have amounted
to 342 percent. Since January of 1970,
we have provided a 15-percent increase,
then a 10-percent increase, and then a
20-percent increase, for a cumulative
benefit increase of 51.8 percent, yet over
the same period the cumulative increase
in the cost of living has amounted to
23.4 percent.

So social security benefits clearly have
not lagged behind cost-of-living in-
Ccreases.

What about the fiscal impact of this
bill? This should be the concern not
only of the committee, but of all of us.

By providing for a March 1974 in-
crease, we also provide a deficit esti-
mated at $1.3 billion in fiscal 1974,

The committee did consider an alter-
native, providing for a 10-percent in-
crease effective in July 1974, with a fur-
ther increase to a combined total of 13
percent in January 1975, and this would
ha.}vleat?'lg fiscal impact whatsoever on fis-
ca. .
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The committee at one point approved
that alternative by a vote of 13 to 12.
But the following day, after a motion to
reconsider, the committee came out with
the bill that we have before us today.

I will say, Mr. Chairman, although I
am reluctant to be overly enthusiastic
about it, that I believe this is possibly
the best compromise we could have come
up with. It provides for a deficit in fiscal
year 1974 of $1,115 million, but it also
provides an adequate cost-of-living in-
crease next year and adequate cost-of-
living increases in the future, if Con-
gress will only let the automatic escala-
tor provision take effect.

Let me say briefly in econclusion, Mr.
Chairman, that this soecial security sys-
tem certainly does not provide a bonanza.
It is not a perfect system. I hope we
can do a great deal to improve it. We
have urged in the committee report, that
the next Social Security Advisory Coun-
cil reevaluate the system, and our com-
mittee staff is going to do likewise.

And on the basis of these reevaluations,
I hope our committee will take the time
to give the program the thorough review
and revision which are so badly needed.

In the meantime, Mr. Chairman, I
think we should stop threatening the
fisecal integrity of the system, by taking
ad hoc action.

Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I want
to commend him and the minority on
the committee on the fact that we were
able to arrive at a compromise position
that would accommodate the senior citi-
zens and would keep the system respon-
sible.

I did not want there to be any mis-
understanding. The existing system, the
gentleman from Virginia I am sure will
agree, without any increases at all would
have an imbalance of minus 0.76.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. That is
correct.

Mr. ULLMAN. And what we have done,
we have given the increases and brought
the system back into an imbalance of
minus 0.51, which is just about the tar-
get, the outer limit where we could af-
ford to be, so one of the most significant
features of this bill is that it does bring
the social security system back into the
right kind of actuarial balance, tolerance
we can stand.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for helping
me to emphasize my point. It is correct,
the action we took in 1972, providing for
a 20-percent increase, did throw it out of
balance by minus 0.96 of 1 percent. This
bill does bring it closer to balance by
minus 0.51, but we do not leave ourselves
any margin for error on the low side.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SCHNEEBELI).

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
expect to vote for H.R. 11333 with
reservations.

Let me emphasize that my reserva-
tions has nothing to do with granting
increases to social security beneficiaries
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as soon as feasible in the light of rapid
advances in the cost of living. I strongly
support such action. But that is not the
real issue here.

As a matter of fact, we already have
provided for automatic increases in
benefits equal to increases in the cost
of living, and the legislation before us
today merely accelerates that process.

Under the automatic escalator provi-
sion of current law, beneficiaries would
be eligible by January 1975 for an esti-
mated benefit increase of 11.5 percent
which they would receive in two install-
ments: A 5.9 percent down payment in
July of 1974 and the remainder, about
5.6 percent, 6 months later.

Under the bill before us, beneficiaries
would receive a total benefit increase of
11 percent next year, also payable in two
installments: A flat 7 percent in April
and the remainder in July. Under this
proposal, the automatic escalator pro-
vision would be suspended temporarily
and would not pay off again until July
of 1975.

The essential difference lies in the
timing of the increases, and my reserva-
tion is not primarily based on this.

My disagreement with this legislation
is based upon the way in which this
measure has been considered. We have
followed what has become an unfortu-
nate pattern—set by the other body—of
hastily legislating substantial increases
in benefits without taking the time to re-
view with care the impact of such action
on the social security program in general
and on the workingman who pays the
taxes in particular.

We have, for example, enacted one
benefit increase after another without
looking closely at other possible program
needs, such as providing greater equity
for workingwomen who pay a higher
proportionate of benefit costs without a
commensurate return.

We have changed radically the actu-
arial methodology underlying the finan-
cial structure of the system, without any
committee consideration of the conse-
quences.

And we have added greatly to the bur-
den borne by the nearly 100 million
Americans who make the current contri-
butions which are necessary to pay cur-
rent benefits. This bill alone would in-
crease the maximum tax for each covered
employee and employer by 22 percent
from this year to the next.

The weight on these taxpayers is al-
ready heavy. A man with a wife and two
children and an income of $7,000 a year
now pays more social security taxes than
he does in Federal income taxes. The
more we add to the costs of the social
security system, the more we add to the
tax load on the back of this family.

In fairness to those who have so much
invested in the social security system, and
to those who will invest in years to come,
we simply must take the time in the fu-
ture to weigh new program costs against
the burdens they will impose on the tax-
payer. We owe it to them.

Mr., Chairman, these are the bases of
my reluctance. I will vote for this bill,
because I believe that the nearly 30 mil-
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lion social security beneficiaries do need
the assistance it provides. I only hope
that the other body will show restraint
and not add to its cost. The sooner the
automatic escalator can become opera-
tive, the better it will be for both tax-
payer and beneficiary.

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count; 42 Members are present, not a
quorum, The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 583]
Duncan
Erlenborn
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Fraser
Gialmo

Gray

Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hébert
Horton
Keating
Kluczynski
Euykendall
Leggett

Long, La.
MecClory

Anderson, I11.
Ashley

Bell
Blackburn
Elatnik
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Calif.
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Collins, Ill.
Conlan
Culver
Davis, Wis.
Dellums McKinney

Diggs Madden

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DiNGELL, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill H.R. 11333, and finding itself with-
out a quorum, he had directed the Mem-
bers to record their presence by elec-
tronic device, whereupon 375 Members
recorded their presence, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the sournal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair an-
nounces the time remaining as 1 hour
and 6 minutes for the majority, 1 hour
and 10 minutes for the minority.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS).

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I
apologize for offering this amendment. I
should have offered it in the committee
itself, but I thought we were going to
have another day before we had a firm
commitment. Nevertheless, I should like
to thank the members of the Committee
on Ways and Means and the members of
the Committee on Rules for permitting
me on this occasion to offer the amend-
ment, because I feel that the amendment
is not only necessary, but I feel in addi-
tion it will help explain these income
maintenance programs to everyone, and
the total inequity of all programs.

The amendment that I will offer to-
morrow is to strike lines 11 through 22 on
page 11 of the bill, H.R. 11333. The issue
in this amendment which relates to the
so-called hold harmless provision seems
complicated in its ins and outs, but it is
very simple in prineiple.

As Federal legislators, there is at least

Melcher
Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, Md.
O'Brien
O’Hara
Peyser

Rees

Reid
Rostenkowski
St Germain
Slack

S8mith, N.¥Y.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Teague, Tex.
Udall

Woltl
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one principle that we can all agree to.
This principle is that as far as the Fed-
eral Government is concerned, a poor,
aged, blind, or disabled person has the
same claim on the Federal Treasury, no
matter where he lives. Someone’s health
and comfort should not be worth more in
one State and less in another in terms
of Federal dollars.

The bill reported out of committee
which we are considering today would
negate this very principle, a principle
which we adopted when we enacted SSI.
It would allow up to 10 States to pass
along to their residents the increase in
SSI which the committee has proposed,
and thereby add to their already gen-
erous State benefits with full Federal
funding. My amendment would restore
the principle of equal Federal dollars for
equally needy people.

As we know, now in our Federal and
State welfare programs we put Federal
dollars on the stump and let States claim
various amounts, depending ontheir fis-
cal capacity and their generosity. As a
result, an old person with no other in-
come gets as small a check as $75 per
month in Mississippi and as much as
$239 per month in New York.

When we adopted SSI last year, we
said that this approach was wrong and
that the Federal Government should be
more evenhanded, so we established SSI
as a national program with a uniform
basic benefit level to be fully funded by
the Federal Treasury. And we specifi-
cally ended Federal matching of State
benefits. But we did not feel we could ar-
bitrarily turn our backs on States that
already pay more than SSI will pay, and
that could be hurt financially under SSI
by maintaining current benefit levels. So
under SSI we adopted a hold harmless
provision. This provision insures that
States can continue to pay benefits at
about the same levels they were paying
in 1972 and not suffer higher welfare
costs than they incurred in 1972. States
were specifically to be protected against
caseload growth if such growth would re-
quire greater outlays than in 1972, but
benefit increases were to be their own
financial responsibility.

We knew that if we increased SSI in
the future this would help the poorest
recipients and it would also take over
more of the cost in States which supple-
ment the basic SSI benefits. Now under
H.R. 11333 we are proposing to start the
SSI programs with higher benefit levels
than orginally planned, but the Ways
and Means Committee has proposed to
allow States to raise their benefit levels
by the amount of the January SSI in-
crease and still come under the hold-
harmless provision. That is, as many as
10 States could raise their benefit levels
largely or wholly with extra Federal ex-
penditures.

Where we pay $15 into Ohio, that is,
we could pay as much as $30 into Michi-
gan or into Wisconsin. This departs from
the principle that the Federal Govern-
ment is going to be more even-handed
among recipients.

When we look at the benefit levels
some of these 10 States already pay and
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intend to pay under SSI we can see the
folly of using Federal funds to raise them
even further. These are the States we
are talking about helping: Michigan, my
own State; California; Hawaii; Massa-
chusetts; New York; Nevada,; New Jer-
sey; Pennsylvania; Wisconsin; and pos-
sibly Rhode Island. Everybody else would
pay Federal taxes to help finance their
increases.

Many of these States already pay bene-
fits well above the poverty line, and every
one of these States, but Wisconsin is
paying the full need of any of their re-
cipients and Wisconsin pays 98 percent.

I hope all Members will listen to this.
This provision would allow California to
raise its payment amount for an aged
couple from $394, which is 76 percent
over the poverty line, to $409 a month.
The average social security payment for
a retired worker and dependent spouse
in California is $243.20, but we are going
to pay under SSI and State supplement
$409 a month to a couple in California
under this committee provision.

Massachusetts would go from $340.30
to $355.30 for a couple and their average
social security for a retired worker and
spouse is $249. Wisconsin would go from
$329 to $344 for a couple, and their aver-
age social security is $245.18. New York
would go from $294.51 to $309.51 for a
couple, with an average social security of
$259.08.

Michigan is one of the few States that
now has a higher social security average
payment to a retired worker and spouse
than they would have on welfare. Mean-
while, couples in States such as Arkan-
sas, Indiana, North Dakota, Ohio, Utah,
‘West Virginia, Missouri, Montana, Texas,
Wyoming, Delaware, Georgia, Connecti-
cut, and others will probably be getting
only the basic SSI benefit of $210 a
month.

These differences in State payment
levels are far greater than the differences
in the cost of living between these
States. I have researched this question
specifically. The differences more truly
reflect differences in State standards of
living, and so using Federal money to
increase State variations is wrong. This
optional benefit-increase pass along
means we would be paying for benefit
increases above the SSI level in Detroit
but not in Chicago, but the cost of living
is higher in Chicago. We would pay for
higher than SSI benefits in Milwaukee,
that is the Federal Government would
pay it, but not in Minneapolis, and the
cost of living is higher in Minneapolis; in
Honolulu but not in Miami Beach; in
Boston, New York, and Philadelphia, but
not in Baltimore and Norfolk.

I want the Members to look with me
at a specific case. The highest benefits
now and the highest supplemental level
under SSI is in California.

Under the committee provisions Cali-
fornia could have the Federal Govern-
ment pay for the entire cost of increas-
ing its payment for an old couple from
$394 to $409 per month.

I want to point out that the average
retired worker and dependent spouse in
California gets only $243.20 a month
from social security and the maximum
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in social security that anybody can get
in the entire United States now for a man
and wife is $399.20. But under this com-
mittee provision we are going to pay on
SSI and State supplements, $409. Why
pay taxes?

California’s current payment level is
only $5 now below the maximum social
security benefit anywhere in the coun-
try. So we would be helping California
pay more in welfare than a retired
worker and his wife can get now from
social security anywhere.

Theoretically, any person drawing so-
cial security which is less than the SSI
benefit, will be given some SSI benefit or
State supplement; but some social secu-~
rity beneficiaries would not get it, be-
cause they could not pass the asset test.
Because of the asset limitations in SSI
itself, it is entirely possible that the aver-
age social security retired worker and
his dependent wife in California draw-
ing $243 only could be excluded from
SSI and from State supplementary pay-
ments.

This situation cries out for correction
much more than raising California’s
benefit levels.

We cannot have someone who never
saved, never contributed to social secu-
rity, walking away with handsome social
security benefits while a frugal social se-
curity beneficiary cannot qualify for wel-
fare, with the result of much less income.

If we want to spend $175 milllon, let
us correct the asset test to present re-
cipients, whether social security or wel-
fare, on an equal basis.

Now, look at a retiree and his wife who
get the minimum social security benefit
of $126.80 a month. Even without the
pass-along in California’s benefit level
in January of 1974, this couple will have
a total income from social security, SSI,
and State benefit supplements, of $414
a month, because SSI and the State must
ignore $20 in social security in comput-
ing welfare benefits. With the pass-
along, California would guarantee this
couple the grand total of $429 a month
and, if this couple had average medical
expenses, they would have medicaid re-
imbursement of $908 a year, for a grand
total of $6,056 per year.

Think back to what aged couples will
get in your State if you are not one of
these 10 States. Most are going to get
$210, or they may get only social security,
which is even less, because of the asset
test. Ask whether you think this optional
pass-along provision benefiting only a
few rich States is a wise and fair use
of Federal funds. If we compare the
$6,056 in cash and medical benefits that
the minimum social security and SSI and
State supplement beneficiary can get in
California with the average payment to
an aged couple under social security in
California which is $243 per month——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 additional minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. You will also realize
that that person drawing only $243.20
will have to pay $12.60 per month for part
B medicare coverage, and he will pay for
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every pill he takes outside of a hospital.
For the State supplement and SSI bene-
ficiary, it is all free.

Nobody wants to see our elderly, blind
or disabled citizens living in shameful
conditions. So we must channel the Fed-
eral dollars where they will do the most
good, raising the SSI levels generally and
not helping the richest States to do what
is relatively easy for them to do on their
own. If they want to raise their benefit
levels, let them do it, but if the Federal
Government is to provide the funds for
them, let us do it for every State.

Some people apparently feel that their
State legislatures will not be generous
and automatically pass on the SSI in-
crease. They may be right, but it is not
fair to pass the buck to this body and
say, “You do what my legislature will not
do, including pay for it.”

Now, let me point out to the Members
that while we would raise it to $409 in
California, in Illinois, Ohio, Minnesota,
Iowa, Virginia, and all other States out-
side of the 10, the minute they go over
$210, they have got to pay every dime of
it themselves, every penny, but what the
rich States want is to raise it to almost
twice what the poor States have guaran-
teed to these recipients and they want
the Federal Government to pay for it.

Now, some say that this pass-along
provision would apply only for 1 year and
we should not worry about it. We all know
that once special provisions and protec-
tions get written into the law, it is always
easy and convenient just to continue
them. So, if we continue this provision we
would be locking ourselves into this spe-
cial hold-harmless arrangement for only
a handful of States.

Some people are apparently upset by
the thought that States below their hold-
harmless levels, especially those with
modest benefit levels, will reap fat sav-
ings, because of SSI in general and the
SSI inerease in particular. In fact, how-
ever, because of caseload growth and
certain mandatory medicaid require-
ments under SSI, these States will be
paying out much more for medicaid than
they ever did in the past, and there has
not been one proposal that we help these
States.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, we should
follow the turnabout in Federal policy
that we achieved by enacting SSI.

We are Federal legislators whose re-
sponsibility it is to determine priorities
in the use of Federal funds. I submit that
the optional pass-along is not a priority
use of Federal funds, and I urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment, which
l]): ui'ill offer tomorrow, striking it from the

ill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out
to the Members that the best we can fig-
ure out is that the total cost of the pass-
along arrangement next year will be $175
million, and 70 percent of it would go to
two States: California and New York.

Mr. BURTON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, first I
would like to commend the gentlewoman
from Michigan, particularly on the one
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point she expressed, on which I hold full
agreement.

One of the inequities resulting from
the SSI legislation is the assets limita-
tion—that discriminates against some
low income aged, blind, and disabled. It
is an unfairness which I hope some day
will be corrected.

The gentlewoman made the point that
an assets test, a so-called resource test,
is really irrelevant and inequitable. She
is correct on this point.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. GrIF-
FITHS) has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 additional minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS) .

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman,
the gentlewoman yield further?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield further to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. BURTON. So, Mr. Chairman, I
would hope some day that the Committee
on Ways and Means would look objec-
tively at the assets test and, hopefully,
that they would reach the conclusion
which apparently has been reached by
the gentlewoman from Michigan, that
point being that a good income test
should be the sole yardstick, such as we
have in the veterans’ pension program,
and we ought to dismantle this very cum-
bersome and expensive-to-administer,
so-called assels test.

Mr. Chairman, the situation is even
more unfair than the gentlewoman indi-
cated. It is not just considering the per-
son living on social security in a State
where the benefits may be a little higher
than the average. There are people re-

will

ceiving social security benefits at the
minimum level who are ineligible for
SSI only because they may not have the
assets in some form that is contemplated

in the regulations, the regulations I
might say which are promulgated by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and that are in themselves oner-
ous and burdensome.

Mr. Chairman, there is one additional
point I would like to establish, if I may,
while the gentlewoman has the time, and
that is this: That point, simply stated,
is that under the current law every State
in the Nation is entitled to no less than
50 percent matching for the adult pub-
lic assistance program, and this scale
graduates up to, I believe, 83 percent in
the lower per capita income States. But
all the States today have matching rang-
ing from 50 percent up to 83 percent.

This financing is completely rear-
ranged, under the new SSI program, ulti-
mately to protect the Federal interests
and the Federal taxpayer.

The new SSI financing arrangement
will work as follows: In more than half
of the States, the existing matching is in-
creased from the current 50 to 83 percent,
to, starting in January, a 100-percent
Federal program, resulting in a cost re-
duction, therefore, of from 17T to 50 per-
cent for more than half of the States.

However, in the instance of the higher
cost of living, higher grant States, the
matching for those States is no longer 50
percent, their percentage of Federal as-
sistance has not increased. To the con-
trary, it has been effectively reduced to
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something on the order of from 50 per-
cent down to 30 percent.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman,
right there I cease to yield to the gentle-
man.

The truth is that there is no State that
is now getting less than 50 percent under
the $210 figure, or old-aged assistance.
The gentleman is discussing his total
welfare bill, State supplements, and so
forth. They will continue to get 50 per-
cent until it reaches $220. So there is
no trouble from this. You are getting
more money and saving money.

Perhaps I should point out that many
States are not included. California and
New York are switching their general
assistance recipients, some so-called
“disabled” and AFDC people onto this
SSI program,

There are savings going on all through
this. You are really not being hurt.

Mr. BURTON. I am sure the gentle-
woman wants to correct her remarks in
the REccorp, because I am sure she would
not want the Recorp to reflect that every
State gets more than 50 percent match-
ing until the benefits get over $210 or
$420. I am certain the gentlewoman does
not want that absolutely incorrect state-
ment to appear in the Recoro.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I want it shown
that the gentleman’s State gets more
money out of this than they ever had
before. So please do not say I am incor-
rect. I am correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman has again expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield the gentlewoman
1 additional minute.

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BURTON. May I complete my
question of the gentlewoman?

If the gentlewoman will yield, as I
stated earlier, come January the higher
cost of living or the higher grant States,
whichever you choose to call it, have their
effective Federal matching reduced from
50 percent down to roughly 30 percent.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Oh, no. I refuse to
yield any further.

Mr. BURTON. I have not made my
point yet.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. It is not true at all.
It is absolutely not true.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr, CLANCY).

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11333, which provides for
a social security benefit increase that
social security beneficiaries need and
that is appropriate in view of the infla-
tion that has occurred since the last
ncrease.

The bill provides a two-stage social
security benefit increase totaling 11 per-
cent to approximately 30 million Ameri-
cans, and makes an important modifica-
tion in the timing of the automatic cost-
of-living benefit increase provision in
existing law. The bill provides a flat 7-
percent social security benefit increase
effective in March of next year, payable
April 3, and an additional 4 percent in
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June of 1974, payable on July 3. The
combined increase will be 11 percent by
June of next year.

The cost of living has increased since
September of last year—the date of the
last social security increase—until Sep-
tember of this year by 7.4 percent. It is
estimated that when this 11-percent in-
crease is fully effective, the 7.4 percent
figure will have increased to around 11
percent. This bill will, therefore, keep
benefits up to date with the cost of liv-
ing. This is particularly important for
social security beneficiaries since most
of them have been affected significantly
by increases in the price of food, which
has increased much faster than other
components of the Consumer Price In-
dex. Many social security beneficiaries
spend a higher proportion of their in-
come on food than other groups in the
population.

While admitting the necessity to deal
with the immediate need this benefit in-
crease addresses, it is also critieal, in my
opinion, for the Congress to avoid this
kind of ad hoe action in the future, This
can and must be accomplished by insur-
ing that the provisions enacted in Public
Law 92-336 and amended by this bill pro-
viding for automatic increases in social
security benefits based on rises in the
cost of living become operative as soon
as possible,

Under present law, the cost of living
for the automatic benefit increase pro-
visions is measured from the second
quarter of one year to the second quar-
ter of the next year with any benefit in-
crease payable for the following Janu-
ary. This legislation changes those time
periods to the first quarters of each year
and makes any resulting automatic bene-
ﬁ& increase payable for the following
July.

Under this change, the first automatic
cost of living benefit increase will be pos-
sible for July of 1975. This is a meaning-
ful step toward the goal of eliminating
the need for ad hoc benefit increases,

I agree with many of my colleagues
that the committee should at the earliest
opportunity conduct a fundamental re-
view of the social security system, giving
particular attention to the financing as-
pects of the program. While the system
as amended by the bill is actuarially
sound, signifiecant changes adopted in re-
cent years must be carefully reviewed by
the committee to assure the long run
health of the program., In this connec-
tion, the committee has ordered the staff
to conduct a study and expressed the
hope that the new Advisory Council on
Social Security will be promptly ap-
pointed. These will be valuable resources
to the committee when we conduct our
review, which I hope will be at the earl-
iest possible time.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an appro-
priate response to the present circum-
stances and I support it.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. BROTZMAN) .

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr, Chairman, I
support H.R. 11333. The social security
benefit increases which the bill provides
for calendar 1974 are in line with cost-
of-living advances, up-to-date and pro-
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jected, under the automatic escalator
provision of current law. The measure, in
effect, speeds up the payment of these
benefits, and I think this clearly is war-
ranted because of the rapid rises in the
cost of living in recent months.

The substance of the bill has been de-
scribed in detail by other members of
the Committee on Ways and Means, and
I will not belabor these points now. Suf-
fice it to say the measure provides a two-
step benefit increase next year totaling
11 percent, with the first installment,
equaling a flat 7 percent, payable in
April social security checks, with the re-
maining 4 percent, payable in the July
checks. The bill also provides for resump-
tion of the triggering mechanism in 1974
in order that the first automatic escala-
tor increase could be paid in July of 1975,
which is only 6 months later than would
be the case under present law. I feel
strongly that both program beneficiaries
and taxpayers would be better off in the
long run under the automatic escalator
and I hope it can become operational ac-
cording to the schedule set through this
bill.

I also hope that the Committee on
Ways and Means can undertake next
yvear a full-scale review of the social se-
curity program with a view toward bol-
stering its individual equity aspect. This
should be done in fairness to the many
millions of Americans who are now mak-
ing contributions in the expectation of
receiving commensurate benefits in the
future.

Mr. Chairman, while the financing of
the program under the law as amended
by this bill leaves the system on an actu-
arially sound basis, we have made funda-
mental changes in the program in recent
years. I agree with my colleagues that
at the earliest opportunity the Ways and
Means Committee should carefully re-
view the changes in actuarial methodol-
ogy that we have adopted. In this con-
nection, we also should review the rela-
tion of social security to other private
income security mechanisms. I hope we
will have an opportunity to make this
study in this Congress, and that the staff
work ordered by the committee report as
well as the studies conducted by the new
Advisory Council will be commenced im-
mediately so that they are available to
assist the committee in its deliberations.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the bill be-
fore us is responsive to a real need and
I join in support of the measure.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. M.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) .

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise In
support of H.R. 11333, providing for an
11-percent increase in social security
benefits for our older Americans.

Escalating prices over the past few
months has made living more difficult for
all of us, but has taken the greatest toll
on our senior citizens, many of whom
barely subsist on inadequate incomes.

Poverty is a constant threat to our
senior citizens. Over one-fourth of our
29 million older Americans fall far below
the poverty level. As the costs of housing,
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transportation, health care, food, and
clothing continue to skyrocket, the
burdens upon our senior citizens, living
on fixed incomes, forces them more and
more into poverty-level existence.

In traveling around my congressional
district I am continually confronted with
the distressing fact that many of our el-
derly simply cannot absorb any more ad-
ditional costs. They find themselves faced
with the alternative of scrimping on food,
health care, and other basic necessities.
In our prosperous Nation, this is shame-
ful.

To illustrate my point, permit me to
read a letter I recently received from an
older American in my district:

DeEaR CONGRESSMAN Grman: I am a 77-
year-old widower trying to live this life as
best I can. My social securlty check is $181.70
a month, I pay $75.00 a month for rent and
I don’t have all the facilities, not even a
shower or bathtub, My food payment is very
restricted and not less than $17 to $18 a
week and when the month has five weeks my
food costs a little over $80.00. I need to have
a phone in case of emergencies and my
monthly bill is a little over $10.00, My light
and gas bill is about $11.00 to £12.00. I have
not too much house insurance, still I pay a
little over $6.00 a month. Medicare is going
up, so from July on I pay $6.30 a month and
for Blue Cross and Blue Shield $1.70 a
month. All this adds up to $190.00 a month.
What am I going to do if I need to buy a
pair of shoes or stockings or a shirt or any
other things which a person needs.

This pathetic letter and dozens like it
underscores the dire need for increased
social security benefits so that our older
Americans can afford to purchase that
“pair of shoes or stockings or shirt” or
other essential items.

Social security benefits and public as-
sistance programs provide senior citizens
with over 50 percent of their incomes.
While the increases we are considering
today, T percent effective in March of
1974 and an additional 4 percent in June
of 1974, are in no way exorbitant, these
increases will provide some measure of
relief to our elderly whose fixed incomes
have not kept pace with the increased
cost of living.

For some time now I have been urging
an increase in social security benefits for
our elderly by appealing to the Ways and
Means Committee and by introducing
legislation identical to the bill we are
now considering. I implore my colleagues,
in casting your votes on this bill, to con-
sider the plight of our senior citizens who
are caught in the crunch of high prices.
I urge the immediate and resounding
adoption of this measure.

Mr. BROYHILI, of Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. COLLIER).

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentle-
man from Virginia for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I should preface what
I am about to say by assuring Members
of this body that I am certainly a strong
supporter of the social security system.
I feel it was one of the great landmarks
of social legislation since the turn of the
century.

At the same time, in making an eval-
uation of the program as it is on the

36961

one hand and recognizing the fact that
you do reach what might be called the
outer limits in terms of the future, I
am constrained to remind Members of
the House as we move along and increase
social security benefits that we cannot
do so blinding ourselves to the direction
in which we are traveling. We cannot do
so blinding ourselves to what the cost
of the program is and how it will fall
upon the young people who today are
going into the labor market.

Perhaps it is not politically expedient
to look at the program in these terms,
but indeed, as intelligent people, we
must.

The social security program, as I am
sure most of the Members know, began
in 1937 and, I repeat, it was a landmark
piece of social legislation that certainly
must be preserved as a way of life in this
country. Since that time the social se-
curity payroll tax upon the employee, ex-
cluding the matching contribution which
the employer properly pays, has gone up
nearly 1,000 percent. It will go up, under
this proposal, to a tax of $742.50 on the
average working man, the average em-
ployee, and creates a situation, to get it
into perspective, where more people will
be paying more in social security taxes
than indeed they will in income taxes.

Now let us see—and this should shake
your eyeteeth—what would happen if the
employee took his own contribution
which, under this bill, will involve in com-
bination with the employer contribu-
tions, $1,544 a year. Compounding his
portion at interest—and if you do not be-
lieve this is accurate, then get a com-
puter and computerize it, as I have
done—compounding the interest, assum-
ing that we did not increase the payroil
taxes one thin dime after next year. The
fact is that employee would have in his
own account merely by putting this into
a savings account each year at a rate—
and we are going to assume that not even
interest rates will go up—of 6 percent.
That employee would have in his account
at the age of 65, assuming he went into
the labor market at the age of 23,
$119,311.

Now, if that same annual investment,
the combined contributions of the em-
ployee and the employer, were saved at
a modest rate of 6-percent int.rest per
year, at the end of those 42 years in that
account, would be $221,863.

Those are the figures. I leave that with
you because I believe, most sincerely,
that as we must recognize the problems
of our elder citizens, and we certainly
must and as I said before, without blind-
ing ourselves to the tax and cost factors.
Can we proceed on our present course in
the light of these figures? I leave it to
my colleagues for thought.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) .

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, it is
with a desire to protect the soundness of
the social security fund upon which re-
tired Americans depend, and at the same
time give consideration to the working
taxpayer who provides the necessary dol-
lars, that I rise to speak against some
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of the far-ranging provisions of H.R.
11333.

In the last 3 years Congress has en-
acted pervasive changes in the financing
of the social security system with inade-
quate regard to the impact these meas-
ures have on present and future genera-
tions of Americans.

The social security program has pro-
vided economic security for mnearly all
Americans for more than one-third of a
century. But hastily considered changes
of the most fundamental nature can
only undermine the protection against
loss of income that those paying social
security taxes rightly expect.

Last July when the commitiee pro-
vided a 20-percent across-the-board ben-
efit increase, dramatically different as-
sumptions were adopted in measuring
the actuarial soundness of the program.
The most significant of these changes
involves the assumption of “dynamic
earnings,” whereby the actuaries make
projections about future earnings levels
throughout the entire 75-year period
covered by the estimates. This new sys-
tem subjects cost estimates to vicissi-
tudes that the actuaries have not had
to deal with in the past. It is a complex
new methodology, and it is not without
controversy.

The former Chief Actuary of the Social
Security Administration, Mr. Robert J.
Mpyers, who has more experience with
this system than any other human being
and is widely regarded as one of the fore-
most actuarial experts on social security,
stated that “this would be an unsound
procedure.” He went on to state:

What it would mean, in essence, is that
actuarial soundness would be wholly depend-
ent on a perpetually continuing inflation of
a certain prescribed nature—and a borrow-
ing from the next generation to pay the cur-
rent generation’s benefits, in the hope that
inflation of wages would make this possible.

In view of this admonition by a leading
expert who has devoted his whole life to
the program, the Committee on Ways
and Means and the House of Representa-
tives should have carefully examined
these new assumptions in 1972, but did
not because the bill came up late in the
session and passed rapidly on the floor of
the House. We should certainly at this
time have examined these new assump-
tions carefully before providing an addi-
tional benefit increase. However, the
committee reported the bill without
serious examination of this new method-
ology.

In response to my questioning, the
Chief Actuary, Mr. Frank Bayo, made it
clear to the committee that the new
methodology represents “a fundamental
change,” that “it is more difficult to make
estimates on the new basis than it was in
the past,” and that estimaies are now
“subject to wider variations on the basis
of actual experience.”

In the past it was assumed that actual
experience would vary from the estimates
by no more than 1 percent of the pro-
jected level costs of the system. The ac-
tuaries tell us that under the new meth-
odology, including the “dynamic earn-
ings” concept, actual experience will vary
by as much as 5 percent. But in spite of
a greater degree of actuarial uncertainty
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the committee has made it clear that
while 1 percent was as much of an imbal-
ance as could be tolerated in the past,
they will now tolerate an imbalance of 5
percent. Put another way, although the
estimates are subject to experience varia-
tions five times as great as in the past,
the committee will now tolerate a deficit
in the system five times as great as in
the past, and makes no provision down-
stream in these 75-year estimates for that
deficit to be picked up.

The committee in effect has said that
because the actuary’'s projections are less
precise and will vary greater, that we
can have a greater deficit in the pro-
gram. In view of this new actuarial im-
precision the committee should have
provided for a 5-percent surplus to as-
sure that if a mistake on the downhill
side occurs we will still have enough
money in the fund, but instead the com-
mittee has provided for a planned 5 per-
cent deficit in the fund.

Let me tell my colleagues what this
5-percent deficit means. It means that
during the projected T5-year period the
fund will accumulate $225 billion less
than is necessary to pay the benefits
which we are promising to our retired
older Americans. That is the amount of
deficit that the committee bill permits
to exist in the program. Furthermore,
if the actuary’s projections are off, as he
says they might be, by a minus 5 percent,
there will be an additional $225 billion
deficit, resulting in a possible cumula-
tive shortage of nearly one-half trillion
dollars during the 75-year estimate pe-
riod. These are truly astronomical fig-
ures.

I refer the Members of the House to
my dissenting views in the committee
report for a more detailed evaluation of
my concerns as to the soundness of the
new basis on which we are planning the
future of the social security fund.

Additionally, in 1971 the Social Se-
curity Advisory Council recommended
to the Ways and Means Committee that
assets in the trust fund should at all
times equal approximately 1 year's
benefit expenditures but despite this rec-
ommendation the committee in this bill
has placed its conscious seal of approval
on a program that will result in a re-
duction of the fund to only 62 percent
of 1 year’s henefits.

Now, let us talk about the cost of liv-
ing. I share the committee’s desire to
see that increases in benefits keep up
with inflation. Retired Americans need
and deserve this consideration. The facts
show that we have been doing more than
is necessary to achieve this goal.

From January 1, 1970, through Sep-
tember 30, 1973, the latest figures avail-
able at this time—social security bene-
fits have risen by 51.8 percent, and yet
during the exact same period the cost
of living has increased by only 19.6 per-
cent. We have also already enacted this
year, with my support, an additional 5.9
percent increase effective next June.
When the expanded ll-percent increase
in this bill takes effect next June the
benefits will have been increased since
January of 1970 by 68.5 percent, and the
inflation during that period is estimated
to be 24.4 percent.

Let me also provide figures back to
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1968. From January 1, 1968, until Janu-
ary 1, 1973, the cost of living has gone
up by 25.1 percent but the social secu-
rity benefits have gone up by 71.5 percent
during that same period of time.

I am concermed that the cumulative
benefit increases in recent years, com-
bined with the increase in this bill, are
requiring too large a rise in the already
heavy payroll tax burden borne b: the
workers of this Nation. It is alarming to
note that over 50 percent of our wage
earners now pay more in social security
taxes than in income taxes. If this bill
passes, in January of next year the tax-
able wage base will go from $10,800 to
$13,200 per year. This means that those
employees earning over $10,800 will face
a tax increase of as much as $280.40, in-
cluding the employer’s contribution; and
that the total maximum combined em-
ployer-employee tax will now be $1,544.40
for each worker. This bill also levies on
the self-employed earning over $10,800
an increase in annual taxes of up to 20.7
percent or $178.80. And a maximum total
annual tax of $1,042.80. There are 20.5
million people in the United States who
are making over $10,800 and this group
of people is singled out to bear the brunt
of the cost burden for the entire across-
the-board increases in this bill.

In addition to increasing the taxable
wage base from $10,800 to $13,200, there
is a subtle increase in the tax rate, which
will apply to everyone in 1981. At thab
time the tax burden will rise to 12.6 per-
cent of covered payroll. Even with this
added tax we still leave the fund with a
projected actuarial deficit of 5 percent.

Another objection to this bill is that
it delays the effective date of cost of liv-
ing benefit increases provided in the 1972
law from January 1, 1975, to July 1, 1975.

Now, if we consider the burden we are
already imposing on today’s workers, we
should stop postponing the automatic
benefit increases provided in the 1972 law
and let the escalator clause begin work-
ing. By postponing the operation of the
system the committee creates the danger
that benefits will be continually in-
creased on a political basis rather than
a cost-of-living basis. Before even tasting
the cake we baked in 1972 we are now
putting it back in the oven to bake it
again, and running a grave risk of burn-
ing it up.

I have other reservations, Mr. Chair-
man, about this bill.

We should examine elimination of the
retirement test so that older people who
have paid in their money tc social secu-
rity can still draw their benefits when
they desire to continue working. Begin-
ning in January, a recipient cannot earn
more than $2,400 a year without suffer-
ing a loss of his social security benefits
which he rightly deserves: This puts him
in a different position than people retir-
ing on most every other type of program
in the country. I think it is greatly un-
fair.

We have talent in our older people, tal-
ent that is being prevented from imple-
mentation in our system through this
limitation. If individuals pay into the
system all of their lives in order to re-
ceive wage-related benefits as a matter
of right when they retire at age 65, they
should receive these benefits and not be
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penalized because of the individual life
style they prefer to follow in their later
years, that is, if they prefer to work.

For further reservation about this leg-
islation, I associate myself with the com-
ments of the gentlewoman from Michi-
gan (Mrs. GrrFrITHS), who has done an
outstanding job in pointing out objec-
tionable provisions for Federal funding
of supplemental State benefits under SSI.
Under this bill, for example, Texas tax-
payers would be asked to pay a portion
of the cost of higher welfare payments in
the State of New York.

Let me talk again about the matter of
inflation. The impact of this legislation
will cause a unified budget deficit in fiscal
year 1974 of $1.1 billion and an addi-
tional deficit of $1.15 billion in fiscal year
1975. These deficits will have a further
inflationary impact across the board for
all Americans.

On top of that this bill sets up an ad-
ministrative burden of implementation
unprecedented in the history of this
country. Never before have we passed
two separate social security increases ef-
fective in one calendar year. Yet this bill
does.

Compounding this administrative
problem the committee has added two in-
creases in the same calendar year on
SSI—supplemental security income—
Federal welfare payments. The effect of
double increases in both social security
and SSI will result in extra administra-
tive costs of over $4 million to HEW in
computing and delivering accurate bene-
fit checks.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we must
strengthen the insurance basis of the so-
cial security system if it is not to simply
become another welfare program. Such a
result would be a tragedy to millions of
Americans who pay social security taxes
during their working years with the ex-
pectation that they will receive benefits
as a matter of right when they retire.

I am also concerned that the increase
in expansion of social security may un-
duly impinge on private economic se-
curity measures. Social security is an im-
portant part of the retirement plans of
nearly all Americans, but they should re-
main free to express individual prefer-
ences about current consumption and
savings. When they choose to save they
should have alternatives to a compulsory
Government program.

Mr. Chairman, there comes a time
when we must ask ourselves, “Where are
we going?” There comes a time when we
must be concerned about the degree to
which we are mortgaging our children’s
earnings, when we must be concerned
with the tax burden on the workers of
today and when we must be concerned
with the soundness of the fund which all
retired perscns depend upon for their
later years in life. In my opinion, that
time is now.

I do not think this bill makes us stop
and take a thorough inventory of where
we are going, not when we are con-
sciously reducing the fund to only 62
percent of 1 year's projected benefits, not
when we are subjecting the fund to a
possible deficit of one-half trillion dol-
lars during the 75-year period covered
by the estimates.
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Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCHER. 1 yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to compliment my colleague from
Texas for his very thoughtful and ra-
tional presentation of some substantial
defects in this legislation. I know it is
not easy, and that the social security
system has become a sacred cow; but
no one is really willing to take a hard
look to see if the kind of problems the
gentleman has suggested are real or un-
real.

I know it takes a special kind of cour-
age to do this. I compliment the gentle-
man. I believe he has made some very
rational points.

My colleague Mr. ArcHER has reviewed
the following facts:

First. This House with this bill H.R.
11333 will have increased the benefits by
68.5 percent since January 1970, while
the Consumer Price Index has only gone
up 19.6 percent in the same period.

Second. This represents a tax increase
for 20 million middle-income Americans
who tend to bear more and more of the
burden of government.

Third, The committee has failed to
properly evaluate the actuarial assump-
tions with the end result that the cost
will undoubtedly be much more—in bil-
lions of dollars—which means more defi-
cit financings; that is, more tax dollars
for interest charges for debt.

He has made it clear that he does not
want to destroy the system, but improve
it and eliminate unnecessary compulsion.
I think he is to be complimented for
trying to bring this to the attention of
the House.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California for his
comments.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
WIDNALL).

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to rise in support of this bill,
H.R. 11333.

To briefly summarize the legislation, it
provides for a 7 percent increase in social
security benefits in April 1974, and an
additional 4 percent increase in July
1974. To pay for the raise in benefits,
the bill would also provide for a broad-
ening of the wage base for social security
taxes.

I am also pleased that HR. 11333 in-
cludes an automatic cost of living in-
crease to begin in June 1975, should costs
rise more than an annualized rate of 3
percent for the previous three or four
calendar quarters.

For my own part, in my congressional
district and as a member of the House
Republican task force on aging. I have
found that many older Americans en-
counter difficulty living in the comfort
and dignity to which they are entitled
after productive lives as wage earners
and parents. The recent tremendous in-
creases in the cost of living have made
this even more apparent, and I believe
if we in Congress had waited until next
July to make a social security benefit
increase effective, the Nation’s senior
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citizens would have found it even harder
to live on their small annuities,

After paying taxes all their lives, our
older Americans have the right to be as
independent and active as possible. Addi-
tional social security payments will as-
sist them in this respect. The sad plight
that many of them face must not be for-
gotten. This is why I am supporting this
bill, and urge my colleagues fo do like-
wise.

Mr. BROYHILL, of Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CONABLE),

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I expect
to vote in favor of this social security
increase. I do so with reservations and
with concern about the future of the so-
cial security system. I am not sure my
vote is correct and in the best interests
of all the people who depend increasingly
on the social security system for financial
protection during their retirement years.
We are all concerned about the difficul-
ties old people have in making ends meet
as inflation reduces the effectiveness of
their resources, and this concern has
been translated into politically moti-
vated legislative action repeatedly in-
creasing social security benefits across
the board. Any single vote to do this can
be justified in a vacuum, but at some
point in this repeated response to nat-
ural sympathy for the clderly some re-
sponsible agency of Government must
put the process in a long time perspec-
tive which reflects the obligation we must
meet to the soundness of the system.
Frankly, nobody is worrying about where
we are headed with social security. We
would better not put off a careful review
much longer if we are to face the next
generation with as much sympathy as
we are here showing to the last gener-
ation. Ninety million people now paying
payroll taxes as an investment in their
retirement income have a right to con-
sideration, too,

I want to pose some questions, today.
They are only questions, because I don’t
know the answers. If I knew the answers,
perhaps I would not vote for this bill—
or perhaps I would think it inadequate,
Anyway, I want these answers before we
go through this vaguely degrading exer-
cise and vote an across the board in-
crease again, probably sometime before
the next election. I would think every
person in this Chamber would feel the
same way. Here are the questions I want
answered, and the reasons I think they
are appropriate:

First. How far can we expand our pay-
roll tax wage base without seriously
undercutting the voluntary private pen-
sion plan movement? This bill puts the
wage base at $£13,200 as of next Jan-
uary 1. It will go up again to finance cost
of living escalations already built into
the law, and because our tax rate is al-
ready so high, will doubtless be raised to
finance future benefit increases also.
There will be no “cushion” to finance fu-
ture benefit increases under the exist-
ing tax structure because we changed
the actuarial assumptions last year—
without study—to assume the increasing
wage level and annual inflation which
gave us windfalls in the past. Ever
higher wage bases put social security in
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competition with the middle area pension
and profitsharing funds with which in-
dustry rewards its midde group of em-
ployees. Maybe we do not want to en-
courage use of voluntary private pen-
sion in industry: certainly we could not
discourage them more effectively than
by expanding the social security wage
base and resulting social security bene-
fits into the same salary and retirement
levels. Should we not continue to en-
courage pluralism in this field? Do we
really want to put all our eggs in the
social security basket?

Second. Are not some basic reforms
increasingly needed to keep social secu-
rity in the real economic world, rather
than in the world of the past? To do
equity without reducing anyone’s benefits
costs money, and in a closed system like
social security money spent for an
across-the-board increase cannot be
used to make the system fairer. For in-
stance, how long can we ignore the plight
of the working wife? Forty-three percent
of the work force is female—up sharply
from the days when social security was
organized—but unless an employed
wife makes more money than her hus-
band her contributions in payroll tax
cannot enhance her pension in the nor-
mal situation, and from her point of
view it is a lost payment, subsidizing
higher pensions for somebody else.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONABLE. Yes; I yield to the
gentlewoman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I
congratulate the gentleman. This is an
extremely important point the gentle-
man is bringing out, and I do hope he
continues on this point.

I would like to point out that with the
base going to $13,200, we are going to
have millions of couples in this country
who are going to be paying in on a $25,-
000 income, neither one of whom, as a
survivor, will ever draw as much as the
widow of the man who paid in at $13,200.

Mr. Chairman, we need to reform so-
cial security.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman for her
contribution.

I must say that the gentlewoman’'s in-
terest in this field is well known, and her
reputation is very well deserved.

Mr. Chairman, because it's politically
expedient to give an across-the-board in-
crease as we are today, we turn our back
on the working wife and ignore other
possibilities for the equity which can re-
sult only from eontinuing reform.

Third. Who are the people at the bot-
tom of the social security scale? Are they
poor, or beneficiaries of some other sys-
tem who moonlighted enough to get a
minimum social security pension? At
this point we do not know who they are,
but they get more in relation to their con-
tribution than anyone else, and appar-
ently we have not cared enough to find
out if this is socially justifiable. So we go
on assuming they are the poorest of the
poor, giving the whole system a bias in
their direction on that assumption and
to that degree eroding the wage-related
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assurances we have given those who year
after year pay substantial sums into the
system. To get more money to these as-
sumed poor, we pump up the whole sys-
tem, sapping its strength and stability.

In effect, what we are doing is shifting
more and more of the burden of welfare
onto the backs of the wage earners and
off those whose taxes reflect unearned
income. Our new SSI system, due to take
effect January 1 and greatly reducing the
allegedly demeaning impact of welfare
for the aged, could be an alternative for
the truly poor which would transfer the
welfare functions of social security back
to the general taxpayer. But that will
take some doing, and in the meantime
we talk about the poor to justify social
security increases far beyond not only
the cost-of-living increases but also
actuarial, fiscal, and economic stability.

In addition to these basic questions,
there are countless other areas which a
basic study of the system must probe be-
fore we plunge on down the road which
leads we know not where. How high a
payroll burden is economically justifi-
able, and what is its relation to our
chronically high unemployment rate?
How sound is the system actuarially, and
can we justify a higher imbalance now
when our new assumptions of last year
reduced the margin of safety in the fig-
ures? When the ripple effect of a social
security increase has an economic impact
far beyond other types of government
spending—since the elderly have little
incentive to save—should not we worry
more amout economic timing and less
about political timing? How big a trust
fund should we have, and has trust fund
manipulation possible under the unified
budget system encouraged unsound fiscal
policy? Is the earned income ceiling real-
istically related to the current benefit
question needs to be answered. We can-
not go on embarrassedly pretending they
are not there and that we can afford con-
tinuing knee-jerk reaction to an oppor-
tunity to vote a benefit increase.

Having raised all these questions, and
having voted against the 20-percent ben-
efit increase last year, I owe my col-
leagues some explanation of why I intend
to vote for this particular increase re-
gardless of administration attitude, as
vet unexpressed. There are several rea-
sons: First, administration spokesmen
appeared before my committee and in-
dicated their satisfaction with proposals
which did not differ markedly from this
one, although they eased its fiscal impact
in fiscal 1974. The Social Security Advi-
sory Council has not been functioning,
although we are assured it will be soon
reconstituted, and so the administra-
tion is not in a position now to come for-
ward with carefully prepared recom-
mendations.

Next, I am satisfied that a substantial
benefits increase is indicated at this time
following the big runup of food prices
this spring. Old people pay much more of
their fixed income for food than do other
age groups.

But lastly, I want to say that the
procedure followed by the acting chair-
man of my committee has left me much
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less reason to protest than was true at
the time of the 20-percent increase last
vear. While we did not have time to probe
the basic questions I have suggested, Mr,
UrLman did arrange for the committee to
have several days of discussion of the
proposal, which was not then attached
to a veto-proof vehicle like the debt-
ceiling increase. I want to express my
gratitude for leadership which permitted
us this degree of understanding. I am
sure, also, that our conferees will not
permit the other body to victimize us
with the usual numbers-game type of
bidding which has been possible with
other procedures.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I intend
to vote for this bill, although I have no
way of proving even to my own satisfac-
tion that it is a proper vote in a long-
term sense. It will surely be a wrong vote
unless some responsible agency of the
Congress follows with a careful study of
where we go from here. I call upon the
majority leadership of this House to in-
sure that such a study takes place.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIK) .

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to take this time to ask our distin-
guished colleague from Oregon, the act-
ing chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, as to the problem which de-
veloped when some of the members of the
committee—and I was among them—
endeavored to bring about a program
which would make the social security
benefit increase available as early as
January 1. Will the gentleman from Ore-
gon, the distinguished aeting chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee, tell
the committee about the leadtime that is
now required by the Social Security Ad-
ministration in order to bring about
a payout of benefits commensurate with
the cost-of-living increases?

Mr. ULLMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, VANIK, I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ULLMAN. I would respond by say-
ing that I was shocked, and I think most
of the members of the committee were
shocked, when the administration told
us there would be a minimum time of 5
months to implement a refined benefit
increase. This compares with the previ-
ous 3-month timelag that existed a year
or a year and a half ago.

I am putting in the Recorp an expla-
nation from the Social Security Admin-
istration giving us their rationale and
their reasons as to why it takes this much
additional time.

However, they insisted on their posi-
tion, saying that there was no way they
could implement it in less than a 5-
month time frame.

Mr. VANIK. I thank our distinguished
chairman.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, this dis-
closure about the leadtime required to
implement the social security benefit
came after we had had several days of
hearings and discussions on this prob-
lem. It came as a shock to me as it did
to our distinguished acting chairman
and to other members of the committee,
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I felt that the information had some
relationship to the administration’s de-
sire, perhaps, to hold back on the social
security increase throughout fiscal year
1974. Under the circumstances in which
discussions began fto take place in the
Senate and in this body on the social
security increase, it was certainly incum-
bent upon the Social Security Adminis-
tration to advise the Committee on Ways
and Means and the Finance Commitfee
of the Senate that a leadtime of perhaps
5 or 6 months would be required in order
to bring about the increased benefit pay-
outs.

When I discussed the problem of the
leadtime required by the Social Security
Administration to pay higher benefits
with one of my constituents, Mr. Thomas
C. Westropp, president of the Women'’s
Federal Savings & Loan Association of
Cleveland, he wrote me as follows:

Recent statements carried by the news
media have indicated that the Social Secu-
rity Administration would be unable to com-
ply with any forthcoming Congressional man-
date to increase benefits until next May or
June, because of necessary computer repro-
graming. In view of the fact that these bene-
fits are sorely needed by a great number of
our citizens it would seem that some emer-
gency measures should be taken to overcome
the mechanical difficulties.

One such approach that seems feasible to
us would be the issuance of a schedule to all
financial institutions authorizing them to
pay incremental sums above the face amount
of the checks by making simple monetary
adjustments, For example: If the recipient
receives a check for $100 and the value of the
nhew benefits is $107, the financial institu-
tions cen be authorized temporarily to pay
$107 and so indicate the disbursed amount
above the endorsement on the check. Reim-
bursement of the sum to the paying agency
would be accomplished through the clearing-
house.

This authority for an interim of time only
would allow Congress and the Soclal Security
Administration to respond Immediately to
the critical needs of people benefiting from
these payments.

This very meritorious suggestion in-
dicates a method by which social security
benefit increases might be immediately
paid out.

I want to say that while I favor a
much earlier benefit payout than is pos-
sible under this legislation, I feel the
committee responded as best it could to
the problem of adjusting social security
payments to the higher benefit levels.

I am pleased to support this legisla-
tion. I regret, however, Mr. Chairman,
that we have failed to do something that
ought to have been done about the social
security retirement income test, that
part of the income which is exempt. I
think that the case is well made today
for an exempt income retirement test of
no less than $3,000. I think people who
are on social security with no other form
of income, without any other form of sup-
port, are in a rather distressing situa-
tion, and need to supplement their social
security payments by some outside in-
come. As I understand it, the social secu-
rity actuaries estimate that under the
present system of automatic changes the
annual income exempt under the retire-
ment test will be $2,400 for 1974, $2,520
for 1975, $2,640 for 1976, $2.880 for 1977,
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and $2,880 for 1978. So what we see in
this projection is an even wider gap
between the amount of social security
received by those in the lower echelons
and the rising cost of living. I think that
an adjustment of the retirement test
maust be included in legislation next year.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chrirman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, VANIK. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding. I
am just curious to know whether there
was any testimony offered as to why
those lower levels of income earnings
had to be kept at this level? Is there
some rationale for this?

Mr. VANIE. I would yield to my
chairman, Mr. UrLman, for a reply to
that inquiry. We had some testimony
from the actuaries.

Mr., ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, this is one of the
highest cost items in the system. And we
are, as the gentleman from New York
knows, trying to improve the base for
the social security system, anc there-
fore it was felt at this time we could not
make that additional benefit because of
the cost factor.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
ABZUG) .

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I support
this bill, and am opposed to the amend-
ment offered by my colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan, because it
would make it impossible for poor old
people, the disabled and the blind in this
country to live within this income.

Under Public Law 93-66 and sections
4(a) and (b) of this bill all SSI recipients
in the 20 States with current aid to the
aged, the blind, and the disabled pay-
ments below the $130 level per month
for individuals and $195 per month for
couples will receive increases equal to
the full $16 and $29 per month, respec-
tively, provided in these amendments.
These increases will be entirely at Federal
expense.

Section 4(c), of this bill, allows those
States that are supplementing the Fed-
eral minimum to pass on to recipients, at
Federal expense, 62.5 percent of these
increases.

The elimination of 4(¢c) would provide
not $1 of increased benefits to SSI
recipients in New York State as well as
recipients in California, Hawaii, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Nevada, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and possibly
Rhode Island. Instead of receiving a cost-
of-living increase, New York State's SSI
recipients remain frozen at 1972 payment
levels unless the State accepts the entire
cost of increased supplementation.

When Public Law 92-603 was passed we
wrote into it protection for the State’s
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against the cost of supplementing the
increased Federal caseload by limiting a
State’s fiscal liability for supplementa-
tion to actual calendar 1972 State and lo-
cal assistance outlays for the replaced
categorical programs if supplementation
is federally administered and State ben-
efits do not exceed average actual assist-
ance and food stamp benefits in the State
in January 1972, This is the “adjusted
payment level.”

Because of the arithmetic of State
supplementation State and local govern-
ments in New York would not save $1
if we pass sections 4(a) and (b) with-
out 4(c).

In New York there will be 271,000 peo-
ple starting to receive SSI benefits in
January. These are people who are trying
to make ends meet in a period of con-
tinually escalating cost. In the last 3
months alone the cost of living has in-
creased at an annual rate of 10.2 per-
cent and the food component of the cost
of living has gone up an astronomical
28.8 percent in that period. We are not
talking about giving people thousands of
dollars but of allowing people an extra
$10 per month. It is simple justice,

I urge the adoption of this bill as re-
ported by committee.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, to-
day we are voting on legislation for a
two-step 1l-percent increase in social
security benefits to be paid next spring
and summer.

Frankly, I must admit I am disap-
pointed with the delay. This increase is
supposed to meet the rise in the cost of
living for the year ending June 1973, but
payment is being delayed nearly a year.

Social security recipients should not
have to wait until next year to meet last
year's infiation. Especially in light of
the soaring increase in the cost of living
and the worst inflation in our history.
America’s 21 million elderly -citizens
need our help now, not a year from now.

More than 2 months ago, I introduced
HR. 10236 with nearly 110 cosponsors.
My bill would have made next year's
social security increase effective imme-
diately. The Senate promptly enacted
this measure in early September.,

I have received hundreds of calls,
visits, and letters from my district and
from around the country in support of
this legislation. It is abundantly clear to
me that most Americans are in a
desperate plight because of drastically
higher prices for food and other essen-
tial items. Shoppers have had their in-
comes practically drained because of
rapidly accelerating rises in the cost of
living.

While the administration has been lax
in its restrictions on the big firms which
are showing tremendous profits, its mis-
guided economic policies have forced the
elderly into a precarious position which
has become intolerable,

The Agriculture Department predicts
food prices alone will rise at least 20
percent this year and wholesale prices
already have reached their highest level
in history. Those hardest hit by such de-
velopments are the poor and the elderly,
persons who traditionally live on small.
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fixed incomes and spend 30 percent of
their disposable income on food.

There is nothing inflationary about
giving these persons a few extra dol-
lars a month. The average retired indi-
vidual getc $162 a month; his benefits
will go to $173 in March and $181 in
June. The aged couple now receiving
$277 a month will get $296 after March
and $310 a month starting in .Tune.

Nearly 3 out of every 4 Americans
over the age of 65 have annual incomes
below $3,000, including 2.5 million per-
sons with no income at all.

Mr, Chairman, we must not stop here.
This 11-percent increase in benefits will
be helpful, but our elderly citizens on
social security need much more. That is
why I have inftroduced H.R. 6958, a bill
to raise cash benefits by 35 percent and
to make other needed improvements in
the social security program.

Features of this bill include:

First, payment of benefits to married
couples will be on their combined earn-
ings record, thus ending discrimination
against the working wife;

Second, extension of social security
coverage, including medicare, to Fed-
eral, State, and local employees, at their
option, including postal workers;

Third, removal of the limitation on
outside earnings; social security is insur-
ance which the worker paid for, and he
should not be denied the benefits be-
cause he has provided for other income
in his old age;

Fourth, improvement and expansion of
medicare coverage;

Fifth, lower the age of eligibility for
men and women to 60.

The administration wants the elderly
to pay an additional $1.9 million in their
medicare costs in an effort to establish
a cost awareness on the part of the medi-
cal care consumer. This is absurd. Cost-
consciousness is not a trait we need to
teach our older citizens, It is a trait we
should learn from them. Yet, the admin-
istration is telling people who must count
out pennies for a newspaper or nickels
for a quart of milk that they must hold
the line on costs. I wish the President
would show such cost-consciousness for
the multi-billion-dollar cost overruns in
the Pentagon.

My bill would not increase the burden
on medicare recipients as the President
proposes, but reduce it by:

First, eliminating the coinsurance
payment requirement for supplemental
part B coverage for persons with a gross
annual income below $4,800;

Second, providing home-care prescrip-
tion drugs under supplemental coverage;

Third, reducing to 60 the age of entitle-
ment to medicare benefits;

Fourth, offering free annual physical
examinations for the elderly;

Fifth, eliminating the 100-day limit on
post-hospital extended care services;

Sixth, extending coverage to all dis-
abled persons, regardless of age.

On the average, an elderly person pays
$791 a year for medical bills, and the
price keeps going up. Hospital and doctor
costs are rising rapidly, well ahead of the
overall cost of living.
~ My bill provides optional free annual
physical examinations for the elderly in
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order to encourage preventive care rather
than rely on crisis treatment. Not only
will this measure contribute to a health-
ier population but it also will save more
money in the long run than would the
administration’s shortsighted method of
creating a cost-consciousness by raising
the price of coverage.

Not only should we promote inhospital
and posthospital care for the aged, but
we must also resolve to ease the financial
burdens of necessary prescription costs.
The elderly spend about three times
more per capita on prescription drugs
than the rest of the population. In 1970,
that came to $50.94, compared to $16.29
for persons under 65.

My bill would extend medicare cover-
age to include out-of-hospital drugs.
This is something I have long advocated
and which has been endorsed by the
White House Conference on Aging, the
President’s own task force on aging, the
1971 Social Security Advisory Council
and the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare's task force on pres-
cription drugs.

This specific proposal, I believe, will
have a significant side benefit. Many
times the elderly must be admitted to
hospitals in order to qualify for medi-
care coverage of drug purchases that
could otherwise be prescribed on an out-
patient basis. This proposal will not only
eliminate this unfortunate use of much
needed hospital space, but will avoid the
potentially tragic psychological impact
that a hospital stay can have on older
people., This is a price that the elderly
should no longer be expected to pay.

Every part of this bill affords effec-
tive, tangible and solvent ways of correct-
ing the question it deals with. We all face
a common aging problem. We must pro-
vide and plan for a retirement period of
indeterminate length and uncertain
needs. In 50 years, 15 percent of all
Americans will be over 65, a third of
these, 15 million, will be over 75. My bill
will help eliminate many of the spiraling
problems that have plagued our coun-
try’s aged. It must be kept in mind that
social security is not charity, but insur-
ance bought and paid for by American
workers.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CORMAN).

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with my colleague that it would be well
worth our while to devote a substantial
amount of time to a complete overhaul
of the social security system. The fact of
the matter is we have taken some new
steps which are going to make that easier
to do.

For years, many poor people in this
country have been living only on their
social security pensions. In our humane
effort to give them some slight increase
in their living standard, we kept increas-
ing their social security minimum. This
was done to help those persons who lived
in States where there was inadequate
supplementation for the aged, the blind,
and the disabled.

On January 1, 1974, we begin a Fed-
eral program providing minimum bene-
fits for what we called the adult cate-
gory, paving the way to remove the
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former social security minimum and
making social security benefits refiective
of the amount paid in by a worker. I hope
we do that. It is the only way we will be
able to adjust the maximum social se-
curity benefits upward so that they will
reflect what an employee has been pay-
ing over the years.

Regarding this proposal, there was
some discussion whether or not it is ac-
tuarially sound. I suggest to the Mem-
bers that it is. We recognize that the
social security tax rate is a great impo-
sition upon low-income workers. It is a
real cost of 11 percent on the first dollar
anybody earns. It is paid half by the em-
ployer, but it is money that probably
would go to the employee.

In this proposal, we avoided a rate in-
crease by increasing the wage base and
still keeping the program actuarially
sound. That means for anyone who earns
$10,800 or less, there will be no social
security tax increase. Those who will feel
the bite are the ones earning from $10,-
800 fo $13,200. Those earning substan-
tially over $13,200 probably will not
miss the dollars quite as much as those
who are right at that level. It seemed to
the committee that the increase in the
wage base is the only reasonable way to
finance a desperately needed benefit in-
crease,

The administration made great objec-
tions to any increase that would be paid
out in this fiscal year—for one simple
reason: The President wants to borrow
money from the trust fund to finance his
general budget. The fewer benefits we
pay out this year, the more he can bor-
row from the trust fund. This increase
means that there will be about $1.1 bil-
lion less for him to borrow from the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. He will have
to go out and borrow the billion-plus
someplace else.

Briefly, about the Griffiths amend-
ment: when the committee looked at
what we ought to try to do now for the
aged, blind, and disabled—those who are
really the poorest of all the poor people
in this Nation, and when we looked at
the terribly high cost of living, espe-
cially the cost of groceries, which is by
far the biggest item in their budget, we
said they just have to get more money
and we have to get it to them as quickly
as possible.

At the time we enacted the SSI pro-
gram for the aged, blind, and disabled,
we set the Federal minimum payment to
go into effect January 1, 1974 at $130 a
month for a single person and $195 for
a couple, and we thought that was a rea-
sonable floor. For those States that were
paying the aged, blind, and disabled more
than the Federal minimum—and they
are primarily the 10 larger States where
most of these people live—we agreed to
hold the States harmless from any in-
crease in State costs if they retained
their existing benefit levels,

All we are saying in the legislation un-
der discussion today is that the $130 is
too low: that we are going to move it up
to $140; and for those States that sup-
plement, if they will still supplement the
total dollars they spent in 1972—we will
let them pass on the additional $10 to
their aged, blind, and disabled. It is the
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only way we can get the $10 increase to
these very needy people.

It is not a matter of States being rich
or poor—or of States being willing or un-
willing to meet that need. The fact is
that it is the only way we can get the
extra $10 to these aged, blind, and dis-
abled in January 1974.

There are two competitors in this mat-
ter: On the one hand, the Federal Treas-
ury; on the other hand, the poorest of
the aged, blind, and disabled people of
this Nation. What we are talking about
on the Federal Treasury side is $175 mil-
lion. On the other side, we are talking
about 33 cents a day for an aged, or blind,
or disabled person, or 50 cents a day for
a couple.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN, I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts,

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate my-
self with the remarks of my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
California, He has really zeroed in on
the problem here, What we are dealing
with here is the blind, the disabled, and
the elderly, the very poorest of the poor,
and it seems to me that this great and
affluent Nation of ours should not be
zeroing in on economy at the expense of
these poor and unfortunate people who
are faced with the spiraling cost, the
high cost of living, the escalation of
prices, food prices, and now fuel prices,
and all the dreaded costs that are going
to be heaped upon them come January 1.

I certainly wish to be associated with
my colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, and I commend him for his state-
ment.,

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

I would like to make two points. First,
let us look at what the hold harmless
means as far as California is concerned.
It applies identically to all ten of the
States involved.

If we do not retain the committee’s
position, the Federal Government will
give $10 more to each single aged, blind
or disabled person in 40 States—and $15
more to a couple—but not an additional
penny to the aged, blind, or disabled in
]t:ihe 10 States where most of these people

ve.

California is spending its own money
in trying to give a reasonable living
standard to these persons in the State,
but what does that standard mean for
them? For a single person living alone
now, it means $211 a month, plus $10
worth of food stamps. I cannot feed my
family on $221 a month, and I doubt
that any Member here can. There is rent
fﬂ pay, and utilities, and clothing to buy,
if there is anything left for clothing.
What we are really talking about here is
rationing—out of $221 a month—for

Mr.
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food, for clothing, for shelter, for other
essentials to keep body and soul together.
What I am trying to get us to do is
merely to increase that person’'s food
rationing 33 cents a day.

In New York, the average payment to
a single aged, blind, or disabled person
presently is $207, including food stamps.
In Michigan it is $200; In Pennsylvania
$146 plus a bit for food stamps; and in
Massachusetts $207. In these States, as
well as in the other affected States, if we
do not vote down the Griffiths amend-
ment, those of the aged, blind, and dis-
abled who also get small social security
checks, are going to be hearing about an
11-percent social security increase and
about a $10 increase in the basic Federal
SSI payment when they are transferred
into the new Federal program—but they
will end up receiving the same amount of
dollars as if we had not increased social
security or SSI. And these are the per-
sons hurt most by increasing costs of
food, rent—and now, even fuel oil to
heat their houses. These are the persons
also hurt most by the devaluations of the
dollar the Nation has experienced over
the past couple of years. And to neither
situation—inflation nor devaluation—
have they contributed; they are only the
victims.

The question is not the Federal Gov-
ernment versus the rich States. The ques-
tion is the Federal Treasury versus the
poorest of the aged, blind, and disabled
people of this country. There is no Fed-
eral expenditure we will make in the
93d Congress that will be more meaning-
ful than to assure these people that
they will also get a pitifully small $10
increase to buy food.

I urge the Members to support the
committee’s recommendation and to vote
down the Griffiths amendment when it
comes up for a vote.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBey),

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, while I ap-
plaud the increase in benefits in this bill
I have some questions about the financ-

.ing aspects of it.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
bill’s provision for a two-step, 11-percent
cost-of-living increase in social security
benefits. Last year the Congress com-
mitted itself to maintaining the dollar
value of a social security pension by pro-
viding for automatic cost-of-living in-
creases in benefits, effective in January
1975. It is now painfully clear that the
interim 5.9-percent cost-of-living in-
crease, scheduled to take effect next June
as an advance payment toward the first
automatic increase, will be wholly inade-
quate.

While I applaud the provision of an
11-percent increase in benefits, I have
some questions about other provisions of
the bill affecting the financing of the so-
cial security system and about the ac-
tuarial assumptions on which those
changes are based.

Under the bill, the tax rate fur hos-
pital insurance—mnow a flat 1 percent—
would be reduced in 1974 to 0.90 percent
and stay there through 1977. In 1978,
the medicare rate would rise to 1.10 per-
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cent—instead of the 1.25 percent pro-
vided under present law—and stay there
through 1980.

By virtue of this change, the health
insurance trust fund would forgo $1 bil-
lion in income in calendar 1974. For the
fiscal years 1974 through 1979, accord-
ing to the committee report, the health
insurance trust fund will receive $9.8 bil-
lion less income than it is expected to
receive under present law. Over the
course of those 6 fiscal years, nearly $10
billion will in effect have been trans-
ferred out of the health insurance trust
fund and into the old-age and survivors
and disability insurance trust funds.

It is hard to get used to this idea, for
two reasons. First is that the health in-
surance trust fund used to be ailing. It
is the one that was underfinanced and
headed for bankruptcy. Now, suddenly,
it is in the pink of health, thanks to a
combination of factors, including an in-
crease in the health insurance contribu-
tion rate this year from 0.60 percent to
an even 1 percent and the restraints
that the economic stabilization program
have imposed on medicare costs. In the
short run, in fact, the health insurance
trust fund is now regarded as overfi-
nanced, since its estimated reserves at
the end of 1977 would amount to more
than 100 percent of the following year's
estimated outgo.

The other reason is that I have in-
troduced legislation—mnow cosponsored
by 111 other Members of this body—to
provide an outpatient prescription drug
benefit under medicare. This would be a
much needed maintenance drug pro-
gram for the elderly who suffer from
certain specified chronic illnesses. The
official cost estimate for this program,
made last year for the Senate Finance
Committee, was $740 million for the
year beginning July 1, 1973.

In previous year, when I was pro-
posing a comprehensive outpatient pre-
scription drug program, the principal
objection I heard was that it would be too
expensive. Then, when the proposal was
scaled down and tailored to the elderly
who are most in need, I was told that
there was not enough money in the trust
fund.

Suddenly, when it appears that the
health insurance trust fund will have
more than enough money to finance a
maintenance drug benefit, that income is
diverted for OASDI purposes. As far as I
am able to determine, no one has given
any thought to the possibility of keeping
that money in the fund to finance a
maintenance drug program. Ironically,
I received a letter only yesterday from a
constituent whose husband, 63, suffers
from Parkinson's disease. They spend
$120 a month for prescription drugs.

What I want to question is the com-
mittee’s contention that the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram now shows a serious actuarial im-
balance that must be corrected by in-
creasing the income of the OASDI trust
funds. Here is the chronology of progres-
sively more bleak actuarial projections:

July 16: The 1973 annual report of the
trustees of the OASDI trust funds says
current estimates show a long-range ac-
tuarial imbalance of minus 0.32 percent
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of taxable payroll, a deficit of about 3
percent of the long-range cost of the
program.

Next, according to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr, ARCHER), it was increased to
minus 0.42 percent when we enacted the
5.9 percent benefit increase to take effect
next June.

October 30: Again according to Mr.
ARCHER, a pamphlet prepared for the
committee said the OASDI program was
out of balance by minus 0.68 percent.
A few days later, he notes, committee
members were given another estimate in-
dicating it was out of balance by minus
0.76 percent of payroll.

I know that we all want the trust funds
to be actuarially sound, given the new
dynamic actuarial methodology we are
using. I also note this statement in the
report of the trust funds’ trustees:

Variations in the actuarial balance (in
either direction) arlsing from short-term
fluctuations in consumer prices and aver-
age covered earnings are inherent in the
actuarial methodology now employed. Over
the 76-year period of the estimates short-
term fluctuations could be expected to be in
both directions and somewhat offsetting, and
relatively small deviations from exact actu-
arlal balance should not call for changes in
the contribution schedule.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want us to
jeopardize the future health of the Social
Security System. But I would be more
comfortable if I knew that the financing
changes proposed by this bill are in ac-
cord with this bit of advice from the
trustees of the trust funds, and that we
are not unnecessarily diverting money
from the health insurance trust fund

that could and—in my view, anyway—
should be used to finance an outpatient
drug program.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr, BURTON) .

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would
hope that the proposal advanced by our
distinguished colleague, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS),
will be rejected. I do that for the fol-
lowing reasons:

As we all know, in January, a few
months from now, we are moving into
a new program providing a federally es-
tablished minimum payment to the aged
and the blind and the crippled of our
country, and that program also carries
with it a very thoughtful and much im-
proved financing arrangement that ulti-
mately redounds to the benefit of the
Federal Treasury.

Let us contrast the law today with the
law as it will be in effect in January. As
of today all of the States receive at least
50 percent Federal matching for wel-
fare payments made to aged and blind
and disabled persons, and a number of
the States receive some larger percent-
age, up to approximately 83 percent.

After the new law takes effect, a ma~-
jority of the States will receive an in-
crease, in effect, of their Federal match-
ing funds, that is currently from 50 per-
cent to 83 pereent, to 100 percent Fed-
eral matehing. But for some States, some
10 or more who today receive 50 percent
Federal matching, the effective match-
ing for these States is reduced as a per-
centage from 50 percent to perhaps one-
third or perhaps 25 percent.
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Now although it is very difficult with-
out the utilization of visual aids, permit
me to describe I hope in simple and un-
derstandable terms its application in at
least the State of California.

As of today California’s average grant
is $120 a month or so in the aged pro-
gram. California today receives 50 per-
cent matching or $60 a month on the
aygrage for each recipient receiving aged
aid.

In January, taking the new financing
arrangement and applying it to that
same older person whose benefits must be
maintained because we have passed a law
requiring their benefits not to be reduced,
the following is the Federal commitment
to California:

The Federal Government is obligated
as of now to provide an assured level of
income of $130; but all outside income,
and that is mainly social security, is used
to reduce the Federal commitment.

Under this bill the proposal is that the
$130 assurance per month is to be raised
to $140, so let us stay with that latter
figure for purposes of this illustration.
After the social security increases in the
bill, the average income for an aged re-
cipient in our State will be, approximate-
ly $100 a month of outside income, so
under the new financing arrangement in
California that aged person for whom
we shall receive $60 Federal contribution
in December, we shall receive $140, less
the $100 on the average, or an average
of $40 for that same recipient. Mrs. Grir-
rrras has pointed out—and she is cor-
rect—that this does not take into ac-
count the $20 per month disregard which
is available to some 75 to 80 percent of
our adult recipients.

(At the request of Mr. Uriman and
by unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON was
allowed to proceed for an additional 3
minutes.)

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, so
where, as in December, we shall have
really on the average a $60 Federal con-
tribution, we shall after the effective date
of the increases receive on the average a
$40 contribution. Obviously, that is a re-
sult that could not pass political muster.

So the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means con-
structed the cheapest and most efficient
method of seeing that States like Cali-
fornia were not diseriminated against by
having their effective matching reduced
by one-third—which I have now restated
for the fourth time and stand on—by
providing that there be a hold-harmless
provision. It is the operation of the hold-
harmless provision that results in the
restoration effectively to the higher cost-
of-living or higher grant States of,
roughly, the 50 percent.

This proposal suggests increasing the
Federal commitment by $10—$10 I might
note will come virtually entirely out of
Federal funds. Under the wise financing,
constructed by Chairman Mivs, all of
the offsetting increased social security
income will be used to reduce the Federal
General Fund obligation to meet this
Federal commitment of $140 a month.

The increase of $10 to all in the low-
est grant States is entirely Federal
money and all of us in the higher cost-
of-living States applaud—do not de-
cry—that the person in the lower income
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States receives this increase as a matter
of full Federal financing. But do not
deny to us the same option to receive
and pass through to our elderly poor the
equivalent $10 increase, because we have
given up, in the process of the new fi-
nancing, the 50 percent savings that
otherwise would have redounded to the
higher grant States because of the social
security increase, by acceding to Chair-
man Mmrs' thoughtful and wise re-
quest that all that increased income will
be used to offset the Federal cost to pay
the Federal minimum.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman continues to invoke the name
of the Chairman. Chairman MiLLs was
present when we guaranteed that the
gentleman’s State and mine would not
have to pay more because of SSI, which
would go into effect next January 1,
than they paid in 1972. That is what is,
in effect. It has not been repealed.

The only thing your hold harmless
does now is protect you and me from
the increases way above that $210 that
are now being voted. Mr. MrLrLs was not
present when this was even talked about
in the committee, so he had nothing to
do with it.

But in addition, while the gentleman
keeps talking about this, he fails to
note that there are two social security
raises going into effect next year. No
State has ever held harmless an SSI
recipient against a social security raise.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has again ex-
pired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BurTON) .

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. And you do not in-
tend to do that either. There is nothing
in here that would hold you harmless.
There is nothing in here that will hold
you harmless.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield further for the purposes of this
point: The overwhelming majority of
States have disregarded, for their adult
recipients, social security increases, to
the extent permitted by the Federal So-
cial Security Act, and that is a fact.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. No, I talked with
every State. They do not protect against
social security, do not protect against
the veterans increases. What the gentle-
man is asking here is for a one-shot
increase, for SSI only. He is not saving
harmless against the social security in-
creases or the second SSI increase.

I am saying to the gentleman again,
he is not protecting the poorest people.
The poorest people are the people who
are getting social security minimums or
small amounts and who, because of some
small asset, are not eligible for any SSI.
Those are the poorest people.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield any further because I have so
little time.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I know it hurts.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I fully
agree with the gentlewoman that there
are limitations on assets that are irrele-
vant, and I would also like to have the
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record be made clear, if I have left any
inference to the contrary, I do not as-
sume that the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee adopts any por-
tion of what I am saying.

What I do mean to state is that there
was a radical rearrangement, a wise one,
of how these programs are to be fi-
nanced; and I do assert further that in
the Federal budget approved by the
House Appropriations Committee, the
administration has, for the first 6
months of this fiscal year, overstated—
by from 6 to 7' percent the costs of
the current adult welfare program.
HEW estimated an average caseload of
3.4 million aged, blind, and disabled re-
cipients, when, in fact, the average case-
load for July-December 1973 is going fo
be about 3.150 million or 250,000 case-
load months less than the projected 3.4
million caseload average for that 6-
month period.

For the last 6 months of this fiscal
year, the administration estimated that
there will be an additional 3 million re-
cipients, on the average for the last 6
months of this fiscal year, due to the new
social security insurance program.

I will stand here right now and say
that I will eat cotton if there is any
more than a third of that, on the aver-
age, increase for the balance of this
fiscal year. Therefore, the committee
bill including the hold-harmless lan-
guage, is within the parameters of the
administration’s sought budget amount
and this general revenue amount will
not be exceeded even with the enact-
ment of the recommendation of the
Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. CORMAN, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr, Chairman, I do
want to point out concerning the original
hold-harmless, that in the State of Cali-
fornia, it would have to grandfather in
certain recipients, and that cost the State
of California $22 million, which it was
perfectly willing to pay and which was
mandated by this House in the summer
of this year. Additionally and voluntarily,
the State of California has added $56
million to their cost-of-living require-
ments to try to take care of them, so they
have moved that State supplement from
$381 million, which is the Federal re-
quirement, to $459 million. If we do not
have the hold-harmless, they can get——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has again ex-
pired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
further to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CORMAN).

Mr. CORMAN. Unless the hold-harm-
less provision stays in, only the States
which did not supplement and paid the
minimum will get the $10. States with
supplementing will not get it because
the Federal Government will give it per
capita, but let them hold harmless.

And so the competition is truly be-
tween the Federal budget and the budget
of the very poor. It seems that what we
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are worried about is really who are the
poorest of the poor? The test of the sit-
uation for everybody is, if one has no
assets and no income, one gets a mini-
mum, throughout this entire Nation, of
$130 and, as proposed now, $140. In the
State of California one gets $211 because
the State pays the difference.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I fully
agree with my distinguished colleague,
Mr. Corman. If I may conclude in the
very few seconds I have left, if we want to
look at this matter in terms of equity
among the several States, simply stated,
it is this:

A great number of us willingly sup-
ported a change in the financing, even
though it resulted in an increase per-
centagewise to the majority of the States
in this country from 17 to 50 percent of
their previous matching.

We did that willingly. All we are ask-
ing is that they do not change the
ground rules on us, so that we may get
our piece of the action for our poor el-
derly, blind, and disabled.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS)

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman,
what this does, in fact, is to say that
California and nine other States—and
my State is one of them—will have the
Federal Government come in and help
them raise their payments way above the
$210 for a couple, over and above what
the other States have. But if you are in
one of the other States, such as Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Connecticut,
Maine, Vermont, Florida, or Texas, any
of those States, and you raise it one cent
above $210, you will pay every penny of
it yourself, every penny, and you will also
help us raise ours above $394 or what-
ever our individual payment is. Now, I
would like to have someone tell me where
that is equitable.

If we have that kind of money to
spend, let us spend it on a Federal pri-
ority, not helping the rich get richer.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. MAHON) .

BUDGET IMPACT OF SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, the rec-
ord of the proceedings of today will con-
tain much helpful information. This de-
bate has been of great interest, I think,
to the Congress and will be of interest to
the country generally. The record, which
contains this discussion, should also con-
tain certain overall information in regard
to the Federal budget.

As has been pointed out several times
in the debate, this bill will increase the
national debt this year by $1.1 billion and
will increase the deficit by $1.1 billion.
That is not to say that the bill should
not pass. I intend to vote for it.

However, I believe we should also bear
in mind that this will add an additional
billion dollars above the January spend-
ing budget of $268.7 billion. The House
earlier in the year approved an expendi-
ture ceiling of about $267 billion. In-
cluding this social security bill, the Con-
gress will probably be at the end of the
session, about $5 billion over the January
budget in expenditures.

The President revised his budget on
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October 18 from $268.7 billion up to
$270 billion. The President having ap-
proved congressional actions above the
budget at that time in the sum of $2.4
billion embraced those increases in his
new budget estimate. Having signed
these bills into law, he has taken them
into account in revising his expenditure
budget up from $268.7 billion to $270
billion.

In addition, the President has submit-
ted the budget amendment for assistance
to Israel, which brings the most recent
administration spending estimate to
$270.6 billion.

In actions subsequent to October 18,
including the $1.1 billion inerease being
considered today, the Congress will add
another $2.6 billion in spending. In per-
centage terms this amounts to less than
1 percent of the $270.6 billion estimate.

Of course, it is true that the fiscal
picture has improved dramatically not as
a result of reduced spending or reduced
appropriations but as a result of a $14
billion unanticipated increase in reve-
nues which has occurred since the Jan-
uary budget was submitted.

I would like to say again, as I have
said many times on the floor, that the
budget-busting problem of this Congress
does not lie with appropriation bills from
the Committee on Appropriations. It
seems clear now that the appropriation
bills in this session of Congress will be
in total at the level or below that of the
President’s budget. Our difficulty gen-
erally in trying to hold Federal spend-
ing within the budget comes from back-
door spending or spending mandated by
nonappropriation bills.

I thought it was appropriate to bring
this up under the circumstances, and I
shall ask unanimous consent at a later
time to revise and extend my remarks on
this matter. At another place in the body
of the Recorp of today, I shall present a
fuller discussion of fiscal matters.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Mir-
Forp) such time as he may use.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I want
to join my colleagues who are support-
ing this drastically needed updating of
social security benefits.

It is imperative that the retired people
in our Nation who have devoted their
lives to productivity and citizenship re-
sponsibility be assisted at this time.

I know of no other group of people who
have felt the crunch of our galloping in-
flation more than these folks. Their in-
come is fixed. And until this bill, it has
taken an act of Congress to increase their
income—social security payments.

I find this bill to be one of the most
promising pieces of legislation coming
out of this law-making body, because it
will provide for increases based upon
cost-of-living indexes computed annu-
ally.

Up to this time, we have been in the
position of asking our retired and dis-
abled persons to shrink their stomachs
and to do without needed medical pre-
scriptions while we debate their needs.
Until now, there has been no way to in-
crease their income in marching rhythm
with rising prices and diminished dollar
purchase power.

If we act now on this bill, we can put
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7 percent more money—or an average of
$11 a month for an individual—in their
hands with the April social security
checks. And, another increase—up to 11
percent, or a total average increase of
$19 for an individual—by the July checks,

I would like to impress upon my col-
leagues that for 20, 30, or 40 years or
more, these individuals—whose income
we are now legislating—have poured
money into our economy and into this
fund over which we hold the purse
strings.

It is time we let the economic situation
and demands release this hold in the
prudent and sound manner set forth in
H.R. 11333.

Mr. Urrmax’s bill addresses itself to
the immediacy of the crisis of senior
citizens by calling for their receipt of the
increase in April.

I would like to call attention to some
Department of Labor budget statistics
for a retired couple. The national average
cost for people in the lowest budget
is $3,442 a year. This is $118 a year more
than the average couple is receiving in
social security benefits. But let me make
you aware of this fact: these are 1972
budget figures. If we add in the 4.7 cost-
of-living increase, over the first 7 months
of this year, this same couple will need
$3,604 to make it.

Our bill would almost bridge this gap
in April and would take care of the
increase by July if—if the costs of sur-
viving, such as food, shelter, medicine
and transportation, do not rise higher
than September figures,

And since that is the impossible dream,
I urge the immediate enactment of H.R.
11333, so that social security income
can be computed comparably with cost
hikes.

I feel strongly about this issue, and as
most of you know I have strongly ad-
vocated cautious and prudent budget
spending. However, this bill will enable
us to help the grandparents of this
Nation, yet remain prudent and cautious
by paying its way by raising the social
security taxing maximum wage base to
$13,200, and retaining the same 5.85
percent tax rate until 1977.

Because this is a compassionate bill,
because it will alleviate a pressing crisis
for retired people, and because it is
economically sound, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote yes. Thank you.

Mr, BROYHILL: of Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. COLLIER).

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, in the
light of what the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations just
said, I believe it is in order to remind this
House that in June of this year, 6 months
after we enacted legislation to provide a
20-percent increase in social security
benefits, we did, in fact, enact legislation
for an additional increase. It included
the cost-of-living escalator plus the raise
in benefits to have become effective on
July 1. We did this because in the in-
terests of being fiscally responsible we
thought at that time—and the House, I
repeat, did approve it—that we ought to
wait until July of 1974. This would have
provided a period in the interim 6
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months for us to accumulate through an
increase in the taxable base the trust
fund income to accommodate the addi-
tional burden of the July 1 increase.

However, because, as is so often the
case, the second shot increase was hung
on as a rider to a totally unrelated piece
of legislation, the debt ceiling bill, we
were then forced into what you might
call an emergency situation to foreclose
an even further problem facing us to
move this legislation.

5o I pass this on to you because I think
the action we took last June, which we
have now rescinded only 4 months later,
represented a far more responsible ap-
proach than is the course which we are
now taking,

Mr. DENNIS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DENNIS. I cannot help but won-
der, in view of what the gentleman from
Illinois says and what the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations had to say, why this distin-
guished committee that brought this bill
in did not bring it in under a rule which
would have permitted an amendment
which would have perhaps gone back
along the road we were trying to go last
June,

Mr. COLLIER. I had no voice in the
rule that was granted.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I want the record to be clear that it
is only because we have a unified budget
concept that this has an impact. The
reason should be absolutely clear, that
the trust funds are paying a substantial
surplus into the unified budget.

There is in fact a $15 billion or more
Federal funding deficit, but in the uni-
fied budget that is offset by the surpluses
from the wvarious Government trust
funds.

Without these surpluses from the trust
funds, including the social security trust
funds, the budget would show a deficit
of the same amount. Omitting trust fund
operations is the concept of the admin-
istrative budget, which was abandoned
a few years ago when the present uni-
fled budget was adopted. Some people
believe that the unified budget is more
a bookkeeping operation than a true
measure of Federal fiscal requirements.
For all intents and purposes, the admin-
istrative budget is the portion of the
budget which is subject to the debt ceil-
ing. The operations of the trust funds,
on the other hand, do not affect the debt
ceiling. I think it is important that the
trust funds be allowed to operate con-
sistent with the purposes of the pro-
grams under which the individual trust
funds were set up. These programs should
not be unduly influenced by considera-
tions arising solely from the wunified
budget.

This is a responsible package, and one
that I urge the House to support.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask my friend,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BrovHILL) if the gentleman has any ad-
ditional requests for time?

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 11333 which provides
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an ll-percent increase in social security
benefits and which increases supplemen-
tal security income benefits.

This bill provides for a two-step in-
crease in social security benefits. The first
step will be a 7-percent increase which
will be received in early April 1974. The
second step will be an additional 4-per-
cent increase which will be received in
July 1974. The bill also raises the basic
supplemental security income payments
for an aged individual to $140 in Janu-
ary 1974 with an additional $6 increase
in July 1974; and for an aged couple to
$210 in January 1974 with a further in-
crease of $9 next July.

Many of my colleagues have also risen
to support this bill today. Their support
for social security increases at this time
attests to the success of the program.
Social security keeps some 10 million peo-
ple out of poverty. Poverty due to death
of the breadwinner in the family has
been virtually eliminated due to social
security.

Social security is more than a retire-
ment program, It is the largest life in-
surance program, the largest disability
insurance program, the largest health
insurance program, as well as the largest
retirement program in the Nation. Social
security is well accepted by the American
people because it is a universal program
providing benefits to eligible recipients
as a matter of statutory right with a
minimum of administrative discretion,
covering the rich as well as the poor,
irrespective of race, color, creed, or sex.
As the board of directors of this enter-
prise, Congress has steadfastly kept the
social security program on a finanecially
sound basis. The long-range financial
schedule in the law gives as much sta-
bility to the program as is possible in this
uncertain world.

In addition, many of my colleagues in
the House have joined in supporting this
bill due to the astronomical price in-
creases which have occurred over the
past few months. Food prices alone have
risen almost 30 percent in the past 3
months. An individual receiving a fixed
check from social security eannot absorb
these price increases from one week to
the next.

More importantly, the social security
increases provided for in this bill are
desperately needed not only because of
the price increases which have occurred
in the past, but because of the price re-
ductions which are not expected to occur
in the future. The higher cost of eating
is here to stay. Food prices are not ex-
pected to go down in the near future;
they may level off, but in doing so they
will remain at their highest levels ever.

Food prices will not go down because
demand is up both in this country and
abroad. Foreign buyers have money to
pay for the food they need. They have
money because they have the advantage
of two devaluations of the dollar in a 15-
month period. To the American con-
sumer food prices have risen 30 percent,
but to the foreign buyer food prices re-
main approximately the same as they
Were a year ago.

Food prices will not go down because
supplies will not catch up with demand.
Although additional acreage for corn
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and soybeans is being put into produc-
tion both here and abroad, most of the
productive land is already being used.
Meat supplies will not dramatically in-
crease for the basic reason that it takes
9 months to produce a calf and 2 years
to raise a market-ready head of cattle.
Even if our supply of livestock were to be
increased, it would mean less meat now
as ranchers withheld stock from the
market for breeding purposes.

Food prices will not go down because
wholesalers and retailers will be catch-
ing up from last summer when their
margins were held down by price
controls.

I am particularly gratified that the
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means provided for increases in supple-
mental security income benefits begin-
ning in January 1974.

Since the constitution of the State of
Texas prohibits the State from supple-
menting the basic SSI benefits, the in-
creases provided in this bill will assure
that no one in Texas will receive less
money under SSI than they now receive
from the State under the old age, blind,
and disabled program.

Last September I introduced legisla-
tion which would have provided for a 7-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits effective January 1974, I applaud the
distinguished chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee for providing the
leadership necessary to deal with this
subject in committee and to report ex-
peditiously a bill to the House, In many
ways, the committee has improved upon
my original bill. It is my hope that the
bill will prevail in conference with the
other body and will be signed into law
by the President. I urge my colleagues to
give this bill their wholehearted support.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, tens of
millions of Americans have a direct stake
in the outcome of our deliberations here
today. These are the 29 million social
security beneficiaries who have been
bearing the brunt of this administra-
tion’s disastrous inflation. Since the last
benefit increase in September 1972, the
Consumer Price Index has already in-
creased 9.3 percent, with some consumer
costs much higher. For example, food
costs have gone up 23.5 percent in this
period, but social security beneficiaries
have received no additional income to
meet these added costs. When Congress
enacted the last effective increase, we
also established an automatic cost-of-
living increase, but delayed its imple-
mentation until 1975. This year we were
able to accelerate the date of the first of
these increases to July 1974, but even this
is elearly not soon enough.

Beginning in September, I undertook
a number of efforts to win congressional
approval of speedier increases, since I
have been convinced that the elderly
should not have to wait until next year
to be compensated for this year’s infla-
tion. In October, 112 of my colleagues
joined me in sending letters to the acting
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the House Ways and Means
Committee urging them to act on the im-
mediate T-percent across-the-board in-
crease in social security benefits. This ex-
pression of widespread support for such
an increase was clearly influential in fo-
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cusing the attention of the committee
on the increasingly desperate needs of
the elderly. When the committee contin-
ued to delay action, however, I joined
with Representatives Revuss, Vanix, FuL-
ToN, and THOMPSON in urging the Rules
Committee to accept a combined social
security increase and tax reform amend-
ment to the debt limit bill. The Rules
Committee accepted our proposal in the
belief that both of these measures de-
served consideration in this session of
Congress. Adding these measures to the
debt limit bill would have been attractive,
since the administration would have been
reluctant to veto such eritical legislation
despite its announced opposition to both
the social security increase and the tax
reform proposals.

The Rules Committee action startled
the Ways and Means Committee, and led
to the postponement of the debt limit
kil and the decision to give separate
and early consideration to the bill before
us today.

H.R. 11333 provides a two-step, 11-per-
cent cost-of-living increase in social se-
curity benefits. The first step would be
a T-percent increase effective March
1974, reflected in the checks received
early in April, with the full 11-percent
increase effective in June 1974, reflected
in the checks received early in July. The
minimum benefits would be increased
from $84.50 to $90.50 a month for March
through May 1974 and to $93.80 per
month for months after May 1974. The
average old-age benefit payable for
March would rise from $167 to $178 per
month and then to $186 a month for
June 1974, and the average benefit for
a couple would increase from $277 to
$296 per month for March and to $310
for June 1974. Average benefits for
widows would increase from $158 to $169
for March and to $177 for June 1974,
Henceforth, benefits would be automati-
cally adjusted each year in which there
is at least a 3-percent increase in the
cost of living over the previous year.
I am disappointed by three aspects of
the committee’s bill. I have been urging
an inecrease in social security benefits
which would take effect no later than
January 1974. I could not believe that
social security recipients should have to
wait any longer to be compensated for
1973's galloping inflation. However, the
Social Security Administration has made
it clear that they could not compute and
process increased benefit checks any
earlier than April 1974, since the agency
is already hard pressed to implement the
new supplemental security income pro-
gram. I only regret that the Congress did
not respond more quickly to our urgings
for speedy action on social security in-
creases which have been made repeatedly
beginning this past summer, Earlier con-
gressional action would have allowed an
eﬂaélier effective date for increased bene-

Second, I am disappointed that the
commititee decided it was necessary to
raise the amount of annual earnings sub-
ject to social security taxes from $12,600
to $13,200, and In future years to in-
crease the tax rate itself, This 22 percent
increase in the effective social security
tax rate for those earning $13,200 or
more each year is intended to cover the
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additional costs to the social security
trust fund attributable to the benefit
increase of $90C million in fiscal year
1974 and $1.7 billion in fiscal year 1975.
The seven percent increase effective in
January 1974 which I advocated would
not have required any increase in social
security taxes as it could have been paid
out of existing surpluses in the social
security trust fund.

Finally, I am deeply disturbed that the
committee bill has not grappled with the
vexing problem of insuring that these
social security increases will not be offset
by reductions in other forms of Federal
financial assistance. This is the so-called
“pass-through problem”. It is caused by
the fact that social security increases in
many cases make many social security
recipients ineligible for, or cause payment
reductions in, veterans pensions, medic-
aid, public housing, food stamps and
public housing programs. Many of my
own constituents have seen social secu-
rity increases offset by reductions in
other programs or have even suffered re-
ductions in their total monthly benefits.
No one should have to pay this kind of
penalty simply because of the perverse
operations of overlapping, uncoordinated
Federal programs, thereby making con-
sideration of this problem as well as oth-
ers out of order. I am concerned that un-
known numbers of social security recipi-
ents across the country will not receive
the benefits of the increases we are con-
sidering today because the “pass-through
problem” has been ignored once again, I
urge the Ways and Means Committee and
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs to act
on legislation I have introduced before
the effective date of these social security
increases next March, so that these in-
creases will be disregarded in determin-
ing eligibility for other Federal assistance
programs.

Despite these problems, Mr. Chairman,
I will vote in favor of this bill. It prom-
ises much needed relief to millions of
social security recipients whose health
and comfort have been steadily eroded
by constant inflation. I hope the bill's
shortcomings will be corrected in short
order, so that millions more will receive
the full benefit of the inereases this bill
will make possible. Finally, I hope the
Congress will stand fast against the pre-
dictable opposition of this administra-
tion to the enactment of this legislation.
We cannot expect the elderly to shoulder
the full burden of fighting inflation when
they are the most severely affected by
that inflation. I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 11333.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, the rapidly
escalating cost of living has deeply
eroded the purchasing power of many
Americans; it has had especially disas-
trous effects on those who are forced to
make ends meet while living on a fixed
retirement income. These older Ameri-
cans with limited financial resources
have no means to supplement their small
annual incomes; their ability to live out
their remaining years in dignity is di-
rectly dependent on the people of this
country.

The bill before us will provide increases
in social security cash benefits and sup-
plemental security income payment lev-
els. Older Americans are caught in a
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vicious squeeze between rising prices and
fixed income. Each increase in the cost
of living has the net effect of a reduc-
tion in income for these people. The im-
mediacy of this problem is aptly de-
scribed by the statement of the National
Council of Senior Citizens that older
Americans ‘“‘cannot wait until July to
pay today's prices.”

Mr. Chairman, we have a very serious
problem facing this body to which we
must turn our attention. I am deeply
concerned that the day of reckoning is
rapidly approaching for the social secu-
rity system. Since January 1970, social
security benefits have increased 51.8 per-
cent; the passage of H.R. 11333 will drive
this figure up to 68.5 percent. These ben-
efit increases have been financed pri-
marily by increases in the taxable wage
base.

We must begin to consider carefully
the long run effects of our actions. In-
creases in employer contributions to the
system will naturally raise the cost of
doing business and will ultimately be
passed on to the consumer in the form
of higher prices. The prospect of another
round of spiraling inflation is very real.

In addition, there is a finite limit on
what the American taxpayer can afford
or will be willing to pay to support this
system. Many of my constituents are ex-
tremely disturbed by the rapidly increas-
ing bite social security taxes are taking
in their pay checks. We cannot continu-
ously vote increases in benefits without
carefully reviewing the long run impact
on the program. I strongly maintain that
the time has come for a comprehensive
review of the entire program. We must
clarify its objectives and quantify its
current and future abilities to meet these
objectives.

Mr. Chairman, if we are not careful we
are going to kill, yes, really kill, the goose
that laid the golden egg.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this pro-
posal which would provide a T percent
increase in social security benefits be-
ginning in March 1974, and an addi-
tional 4 percent increase beginning in
June 1974,

While I strongly feel that the 30 mil-
lion recipients of social security should
receive an increase in benefits beginning
in January, and I introduced a measure
with 78 cosponsors which would have ac-
complished that aim, I believe the bill
before us today is a belated, though
necessary step in the right direction.

This increase is necessary merely to
catch up with the skyrocketing cost of
living which has been eating into the al-
ready limited income of the elderly. For
example, during July, August, and Sep-
tember of this year, the cost of living
rose by over 10 percent. And food costs
rose by an astounding 28.8 percent.

As a result, those on retirement in-
comes have been particularly hard hit,
and are having an even harder time mak-
ing ends meet, especially since a quarter
of their income goes for food. Thus, the
elderly, who have a great need for a
nutritious diet to maintain their health,
are forced to eat less and suffer more.

This measure would result in a two-
step increase in benefits with a total in-
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crease of $19 per month going to the re-
tired worker, with no dependents, and
$33 per month going to the retired couple.

It is our responsibility to insure that
the elderly live out their remaining years
in good health, without fear of want, and
in dignity. In that regard, this measure
will help, and I urge my colleagues to
Join with me in supporting this bill.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion has been asked as to the effect of
the social security increases under dis-
cussion here on veterans' pensions.

Let me point out that earlier this aft-
ernoon we agreed to certain amend-
ments and sent back to the Senate H.R.
9474, which will provide a 10-percent in-
crease in nonservice-connected benefits
effective January 1, 1974. This bill will
provide about $240 million in additional
benefits to veterans and dependents and
will do a great deal to offset the impact
of the 20-percent social security increase
which became effective earlier this year.

Now, insofar as the 7-percent increase
under discussion here is concerned,
which may become effective next March
or April, this increase would have no im-
pact on veterans benefits for the re-
mainder of the calendar year 1974 be-
cause we have a rule that income which
becomes effective during the year will
not be counted for pension purposes un-
til the beginning of the following year.
There is some debate in the Veterans’
Administration as to proper application
of this rule, but we are urging that the
Veterans' Administration use the end of
the year rule in dealing with this 7-per-
cent increase so that it would not have
an impact on veterans’ pensions until
January 1, 1975.

In the meantime, the administration
is planning to send up a rather compre-
hensive package of amendments relating
to the pension program and both our
committee and the Senate committee
has agreed to consider these proposals.
They could result in substantial in-
creases of pensions to certain individ-
uals, particularly low income individu-
als.

In other words, we will be considering
the pension program again before the
impact of the T-percent social security
increase is felt. The committee has fol-
lowed the practice in the past of rais-
ing veterans’ pensions from time to time,
based on cost-of-living changes and in
general this has kept up, or in some in-
stances, exceeded the changes in the so-
cial security program. I feel sure that
as we make adjustments from time to
time, based on cost-of-living changes,
that we will be successful in the future
as we have been in the past in keeping
the veterans’' pension program abreast of
social security changes.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 11133, the Social Secu-
rity Act amendments, and urge speedy
passage since inaction on the meas-
ure would mean a considerable delay
in the implementation of the scheduled
social security benefit increases and
cause severe hardship for our senior citi-
zens,

As my colleagues are aware, the ex-
traordinary inflationary pressures experi-
enced by our economy spell hardship for
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all American families, while the astro-
nomically steep increase in food prices
mean near disaster for those in the low
and low-middle income categories who
customarily spend a large portion of
their disposable cash for this item. Such
individuals and families are forced to de-
vote increasing proportions of their
budgets to food and in many cases are
having to do without such other neces-
sities as replacement clothing.

Since the majority of our senior citi-
zens are on low, fixed incomes, their
plight is particularly severe. Unable, in
most instances, to increase their earn-
ings, they are living in dire poverty. All
of us are aware of news accounts featur-
ing increased incidents of shoplifting
among the elderly, who are reduced to
stealing to secure some of the necessities
of life. This Nation’s failure to safe-
guard the welfare of those who have
borne the brunt of the depression in the
1930’s and can take credit for the tre-
mendous advances in growth and pros-
perity made by this Nation during the
past decades will remain a shameful blot
on our history. If the level of a civiliza-
tion can truly be measured by its care
and concern for the weakest of its mem-
bers then we have a long way to go. The
scheduled 7 percent increase in March
and the additional 4 percent effective in
June will alleviate some of the hard-
ships, but they will bring no comfort dur-
ing the bleak, cold months ahead. I real-
ize that the committee has done its ut-
most and that even the present compro-
mise is opposed by the administration,
but I wish that we could do more, effec-
tive immediately, for our senior citizens.

I am, however, pleased to see the cost
of living provision in this bill which will
cut the time lag in providing increases
from 7 to 3 months.

But, while I urge the speedy and over-
whelming passage of the bill, I am un-
happy with some of the problems that
remain in it. I refer here particularly to
the language which permits States to in-
clude, under the hold-harmless provi-
sion, the scheduled $10 increase in sup-
plemental security income grants. The
bill extends the protection of the hold-
harmless for 1 year only in this regard,
which means that while States can, with-
out prejudice and without revising their
grant schedules, add this amount to pay-
ments going to beneficiaries effective
January 1974, by January of 1975 they
will have the option of either falling back
to their 1972 payment levels and reduc-
ing payments to beneficiaries, or finding
funds in their budgets to cover the entire
amount of the increase. Recipients of
these grants should be assured of the
highest possible level of payments, pay-
ments adequate to enable them to live a
decent life, payments subject to adjust-
ment only to assure that they more fully
meet the needs of the beneficiary.

Mr, HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill, HR. 11333, which
would provide a T-percent increase in
social security benefits beginning
March 1974 and an additional 4-percent
increase beginning in June 1974.

Congress, earlier this year, recognized
its responsibility to our elderly citizens
by enacting Public Law 93-66, which
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would increase social security benefits
by 5.9 percent effective June 1, 1974.
However, it is apparent that the cost of
living will have increased far in excess
of the 5.9-percent rise by June of 1974,

I do not want to deliberate on our
spiraling inflation and the dent that it
is putting into everyone's pocketbook.
And it takes little imagination to appre-
ciate the impact that this inflation has
on those with limited fixed incomes.

Currently, the average annual benefit
for retired recipients amounts to $165
per month. For 1 out of 7 aged couples
and 2 out of every T elderly single per-
sons, this amount represents 90 percent
of their total income.

Under the bill before us, the average
monthly social security benefits would be
increased from $165 to $177 for retired
workers; from $274 to $293 for aged
couples; and from $158 to $169 for
elderly widows.

This increase in social security bene-
fits would be especially helpful to those
people in Prince Georges County, Md.,
which covers the larger part of my dis-
trict. The rental rates for senior citizens’
housing in Prince Georges County is
based on 25 percent of the residents’ ad-
justed gross income. In essence, these
people will have to set aside 25 percent
for rent regardless of the amount of in-
crease in their social security benefits.
Therefore, an increase of 7 percent would
be a minimal amount to meet the esca-
lating increase in the cost of food and
other essentials.

It is our responsibility as legislators,
and as human beings, to reverse the
trend of neglect, and instead insure that
the elderly live out their remaining years
in good health without fear of want, and
in dignity knowing that a grateful so-
ciety appreciates their years of service
and dedication to building a better
America.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
more than one-quarter of the 20 million
Americans over the age of 65 have in-
comes below the officially established
poverty line. Millions of older Americans
in our Nation, many of whom are living
on fixed incomes, have been victimized
by rampant inflation since the date of
the last increase in social security bene-
fits—the 20-percent increase that took
effect in September of 1972. Since that
time, consumer prices have risen by
more than 7 percent, and in recent
months, the consumer price index has
risen at a seasonally adjusted rate of
more than 10 percent, with food prices—
of critical importance to elderly Amer-
icans—climbing at a rate of nearly 29
percent.

In light of the compelling needs of our
elderly citizens, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity today to rise in support of legis-
lation that will inerease social security
benefits by a total of 11 percent over
the next 9 months. This bill, HR. 11333,
also contains important provisions which
will improve the supplemental security
income—SSI—program, scheduled to
take effect in January of the coming
year. While I support this legislation, it
has a number of shortecomings which I
believe should be addressed.

I cannot conceal my dissatisfaction,
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however, with the manner in which this
legislation was brought before the House.
I have consistently opposed the granting
of “closed rules” for legislation, whereby
a bill can be brought to the floor for
consideration, but under which no Mem-
ber can offer or support amendments,
however desirable, and however many of
us support such amendments. Frankly, I
believe this procedure is undemocratie.
It forces the House of Representatives
simply to act as a rubber stamp, either
voting a proposal up or down.,

As the closed rule is almost exclusive-
1y used by only one committee, and it is
used primarily on bills of critical na-
tional importance, it deprives all Mem-
bers of the House other than those 25
on the committee a meaningful voice in
shaping legislation of great and often
enduring importance.

This procedure gives a stranglehold on
key legislation to a handful of Congress-
men. It frustrates the will of the House,
and is at odds with the principles of
representative government. Time and
time again, this House considers complex
legislation, where there are considerable
differences of opinion, on a take-it-or-
leave-it basis. While the Ways and
Means Committee, which I commend for
its diligence and competence, almost
always produces responsible and worth-
while legislation, I nonetheless believe
that the-“closed rule” is an unnecessary
and undesirable straitjacket on the
workings of this House.

Early in the 93d Congress the Demo-
cratic Caucus took a most responsible
action when it enacted restrictions
governing the use of the closed rule. One
caucus rule requires that whenever a
committee chairman seeks a closed or
modified rule, he must give to the House
four legislative days notice. This rule is
being skirted today—H.R. 11333 has been
brought before the House without the
specified notice. While I agree that the
urgency of this legislation requires its
prompt consideration by the House, it is
my view that this exception to the
caucus rule should not be considered a
precedent for future actions.

BENEFIT INCREASE NEEDED NOW

The principal fault of this bill is that
the increases in social security benefits
will not even begin to take effect until
next April—6 months from now. Amer-
ica’s senior citizens need these benefit
increases today—mnot months in the fu-
ture. I cannot accept the argument of
the Social Security Administration that
they are physically unable to implement
benefit increases until the March checks
that will be received in April, 1974.

Were this bill open for amendment, I
would support changing the legislation
to provide an immediate 7-percent in-
crease in social security benefits. But the
closed rule ties my hands—as well as
those of the remaining Members of this
House, a majorily of whom I believe
would support making the benefit in-
crease effective now.

THE NEEDS OF ELDERLY AMERICANS

There are 5 million Americans over the
age of 65 who are poor. Some 234,000
elderly Americans in New England—
110,000 of these in Massachusetts
alone—have incomes below the poverty
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line. Proportionally, the elderly bear a
heavy share of our Nation’s poverty.
‘While the elderly comprise about 10 per-
cent of our total population, nearly 20
percent of our country’s poor are over
the age of 65. In Massachusetts,
nearly one-quarter—23.5 percent—of
the States poor are elderly.

The poverty of our Nation’s senior citi-
zens is a national tragedy and a national
disgrace. In 1972 the median income of
families headed by an individual over
the age of 65 was $5,968—half that of
younger families. In the same year, 91,-
000 elderly families had yearly incomes
below $1,000. Another 5 percent of our
senior families, 402,000 Americans, had
incomes of less than $2,000, and 1.2 mil-
lion older families had incomes smaller
than $3,000.

The plight of the elderly person living
alone or with nonrelatives is equally dis-
tressing. One-half of the 6.2 million older
people living alone or with nonrelatives
had incomes of less than $2,397 in 1972.
Nearly 450,000 individuals over the age
of 65 had incomes of less than $1,500.
Even worse is the plight of elderly black
families and women over the age of 65.

According to reports published by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the proportion of black elderly
families living in poverty is more than
three times that of white families.

THE IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL SECURITY

These grim statistics require a con-
certed effort by our Government to bet-
ter the lives of elderly Americans. Social
security is increasingly the key compo-
nent of the income situation of Ameri-
cans over the age of 65. In 1967, one-
quarter of the fotal income of older
Americans came from social security,
ranking social security second only to
employment earnings—30 percent—in
importance. And, the proportion of de-
pendence on social security is increasing.
Earnings from employment have been
in decline over the past 15 years. During
the decade between 1958 and 1967, for
example, the proportion of income aris-
ing from employment earnings dropped
from about 38 percent to a level of 30
percent in 1967.

Government income-maintenanee pro-
grams are rapidly becoming the critical
element in providing for the health and
welfare of our Nation's elderly. Yet the
development of the social security sys-
tem clearly has not kept pace with the
increasing importance of social security
income to our Nation's elderly. Until
July of this year, when Congress en-
acted Public Law 93-66, there was no
provision in the social security law which
tied benefit levels to the cost of living.
As a result, the social security system
has been continually plagued by sporadic
and haphazard congressional attempts
to bring social security payments in line
with the increases in the cost of living—
attempts, not always successful but al-
ways made after the fact. The adequacy
of the social security system has been
questionable, and millions of older Amer-
icans who depend on social security for
their welfare have on far too many occa-
sions seen benefit increases obscured in
internecine struggles within the Con-
gress and between the Congress and the
executive branch.
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Clearly, the social security system
must be structured so that the needs
of the elderly are met without being
obstructed as part of political turmoil.
The cost-of-living provision of Public
Law 93-66 was a step in the right direc-
tion, but an incomplete one. It promses
senior citizens with a 5.9-percent increase
in benefits for June of 1974—11 months
after the date of enactment. In the in-
terim, older Americans have been fight-
ing a losing battle against higher prices—
a battle they cannot win without greater
and more immediate Government help.

The bill now being considered, H.R.
11333, makes further improvements, but
still falls short of the mark. A T-percent
increase in social security benefits is to
be provided beginning in March of 1974—
the check would be received in April—
and an additional 4-percent cost-of-
living increase will be made for checks
received in July. As a result of these in-
creases, 30 million Americans will be
eligible for an additional $2.4 billion in
social security benefits. The average old-
age benefit will rise from $167 to $178
per month as part of the first step in
the benefit increase, and will rise fur-
ther to $186 a month when the second
part of the increase becomes effective.
The average benefit to disabled workers
will rise from the current $184 per
month, first to $197 and then to $206 per
month. The bill will also make improve-
ments in the cost-of-living adjustment
formula so that the time lag between
computation of an automatic increase
and actual payment to beneficiaries will
be cut from 7 months to 3.

These are worthwhile improvements.
But it should be reemphasized that by
the time that these benefit increases are
actually received, they will probably have
no more effect than to bring most recipi-
ents back to the point they were at when
the current wave of inflation began, And,
senior citizens will have endured more
than a year and a half without any ad-
ditional compensation for the financial
difficulties of soaring prices. Improve-
ments in the social security system
should do more than maintain a peril-
ously low status quo of income. The
social security system should be restruc-
tured so that increases in benefits trans-
late to real increases in income, and sub-
sequent improvements in the lives of
elderly Americans depending on social
security.

THE PAYROLL TAX

As has been typical of all increases in
social security benefits the one proposed
today will be financed by increasing the
payroll tax. Presently, the first $10,800
of every American wage earner partici-
pating in the social security system is
taxed at the rate of 5.85 percent. Con-
gressional actions already taken raise the
payroll tax wage base to $12,600 in Jan-
uary, and this bill would further increase
the taxable income to $13,200. And, the
social security tax rate on wages would
begin to rise in 1977.

I believe that the time has come to
question the whole manner in which the
social security system is now financed.
What seemed to be a proper method of
financing a very limited program when
the social security system started in 1936
may no longer be appropriate when the
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program’s importance, and goals, have
expanded greatly.

In recent years, the Federal tax system
has become less progressive, primarily
because of the regressive social security
payroll tax. In 1949, the payroll tax was
at a 2-percent rate, applying only to the
first $3,000 of covered income, with a
maximum tax of just $60. Under present
law, the taxable earnings have jumped to
$12,600, the maximum tax rate to 11.7
percent, and the maximum tax—which is
paid by most middle-income families, has
risen to $1,263.60. In the 3 years—1972
through 1974—the contribution of the
social security tax to total Federal reve-
nues has jumped from 25.8 percent to
30.5 percent, and in terms of dollar re-
ceipts, the last 3 years have shown a jump
in social security tax revenues of $24
billion—or 45 percent.

The social security tax is regressive
because the burden falls most heavily
upon those who can least afford it.
Beginning next January, an individual
earning $13,200—assuming enactment of
H.R. 11333—will pay exactly the same tax
as an individual earning, for example, six
times as much—$79,200. The effective tax
rate for the individual earning $13,200
will be 5.85 percent, while the rate for the
individual earning $79,200 will be less
than 1 percent.

The time has come to reject the idea
that the justification for the regressive
payroll tax is, as argued, that “those who
pay most heavily are those that stand
to benefit.” Put simply, there is no rela-
tion between the payroll taxes paid by
any individual and whatfever benefits he
may receive years later, because the so-
cial security system is emphatically not
an insurance program of the classical
type. The benefits now being received by
elderly and disabled Americans are being
paid for by the current contributions of
all working Americans. Thus, for exam-
ple, when a worker earning $10,800 an-
nually receives a paycheck at the end of
this month, with $52.65 deducted for
social security, he is not paying for his
own benefits at all. He will never pay for
his own benefits—instead they will be
paid for by wage earners in the years
hence when today’s worker is a social
security benefit recipient.

It seems to me that the cost of a pro-
gram to help the poor, the aged and the
disabled should be paid out of the income
of the whole society, not just out of the
first $10,800—or $13,200—of covered in-
come, At the least, the social security tax
itself should be revised so as to cover
more earned income, but with progressive
tax rates and complete exemptions for
the very poor wage earner, More appro-
priately, it seems to me, Congress should
consider financing a portion of the costs
of social security out of general reve-
nues—which are derived from the gen-
erally progressive personal income tax
structure and from corporate taxes.

SUPFLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI)

H.R. 11333 also contains important im-
provements in the supplemental security
income—SSI—program, some of which
are controversial, When Congress passed
the Renegotiation Act—now Public Law
93-66—it provided for an increase in SSI
benefits of $10 for individuals and $15 for
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couples, to become effective on July 1,
1974, H.R. 11333 would implement this
increase on January 1, when the SSI pro-
gram takes effect, and would further in-
crease benefits on July 1, 1974, by $6 for
individuals and $9 for couples. As a re-
sult, on January 1, 1974, monthly SSI
benefits would be increased to $195 for
individuals and $210 for couples, and 6
months later these benefits would rise
further to $201 and $219.

The SSI program provides for Federal
assumption of the costs of assistance
programs to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled. More than 1.8 million recipients
of old-age assistance, 78,000 recipients
of aid to the blind, and 1.2 million recip-
ients of aid to the permanently and
totally disabled stand to be helped by
the SSI program. Federal minimum pay-
ment levels have been established, and
in many States these levels exceed exist-
ing assistance payments, so that benefit
levels within these low-payment States
will increase markedly.

However, in other States, such as Mas-
sachusetts, the current State benefit
levels for the same categories of assist-
ance are far above the Federal benefit
level under the SSI program.

Public Law 93-66 provides, in States
where current State benefits exceed SSI
benefits, that those 8 to 10 States will be
“held harmless” to the levels of State
expenditures for the affected programs
in fiscal year 1972. In other words, the
“hold harmless” provision assures those
States with high benefit levels that im-
plementation of the SSI program will
cost them no more, in State funds, than
what had been previously expended un-
der the old matching-grant program.
However, the law provides that when a
State wants to increase its benefit levels
above the levels of 1972, then these addi-
tional costs must be paid for entirely by
the State.

The increases in benefit levels for SSI
recipients contained in both Public Law
93-66 and H.R. 11333 could work to the
inequitable disadvantage of these high-
payment States. Increasing SSI benefit
levels greatly increases the amounft of
Federal funds that will flow to those
States whose previous benefit levels had
been below the federally guaranteed SSI
minimums, while not improving assist-
ance benefits to recipients in high-bene-
fit States, such as Massachusetts, at all,
because these States already pay benefits
in excess of even the increased SSI pay-
ment level.

Commendably, the Ways and Means
Committee has included in HR. 11333
a provision which would restore balance
to SSI assistance to States and which
would give assistance recipients in high-
benefit States the same effective in-
creases in benefits that will be received
by SSI recipients in those States with
low benefits, where the SSI benefit level
is what the recipient will actually get.
This provision would allow for a “one-
shot” increase in the allowable State
benefits, the cost of which would be en-
tirely assumed by the Federal Govern-
ment under the “hold harmless” provi-
sion. This one-shot increase will allow
States, like Massachusetts, at no cost
to themselves, to increase their bene-
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fits by the same amount of the SSI
benefit increases also contained in H.R.
11333—$10 for individuals and $15 for
couples. This provision of H.R. 11333
would increase Federal grants to the af-
fected States by $100 million.

My distinguished colleague, Congress-
woman GRrIFrITHS, has argued against
this provision of H.R. 11333, and has
announced her intention to offer an
amendment which would delete this sec-
tion from the bill. I intend to vote against
this amendment. It is argued, in favor
of the amendment, that the Nation’s tax-
payers should not have to bear an addi-
tional $100 million cost, the benefits of
which will be received by those few
States which already have assistance
benefits in excess of both the national
norm and the SSI levels. However, with-
out this provision, the taxpayers from
some of our most populous States—in-
cluding Massachusetts, California, New
York, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania, and Wisconsin—will be footing a
large part of the bill for very substantial
increases in SSI benefits that do nothing
for their States at all. Further, why
should those States which have, in a pro-
gressive character, been paying compara-
tively good assistance benefits, be penal-
ized for their achievements? Why should
not assistance recipients in those high-
benefit States receive the same benefit
increases that will go to individuals in
every other State of the Union?

I believe that, as a matter of equity,
the States which have been generous in
their assistance payments to the aged,
blind, and disabled should receive the
same benefits of the SSI program that
will accrue to those States which, for a
variety of reasons, have had less generous
assistance programs. I urge that my col-
leagues defeat this amendment.

NEED FOR A PASS-THROUGH PROVISION

Perhaps the most critical shortcoming
of HR. 11333 is that it fails to insure
against the possibility that increases in
social security and SSI benefits will re-
sult in corresponding decreases in the
benefits that recipients receive from
other assistance programs. This problem,
recurrent in congressional efforts in re-
cent years to inecrease social security
benefits, is not adequately addressed in
this bill.

When Congress passed a 20-percent
social security benefit increase in 1972,
one of the more unfortunate results was
that many individuals received social se-
curity benefit increases that raised their
incomes to the point that they were no
longer eligible for other assistance pro-
grams—such as Veterans Assistance, to
name but one. In many cases, in fact,
the increase in social security benefits
left the recipient in worse shape, in
terms of total income, than he or she had
been before the 20-percent social security
boost. There is no reason to believe that
a similar misfortune will not befall many
Americans as a result of enactment of
this bill.

Congress should not take away with
the one hand what it gives with the
other. The intent, as I have noted, of
our assistance programs to our elderly

and to our needy should be increased to
genuinely provide the financial means

through which the standard of living of
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the elderly and the needy can be im-
proved. The illusion of help is not good
enough. It is my view that as a matter of
highest priority, the Congress should
rapidly enact legislation to guarantee
that the increases in social security and
SSI benefits contained in H.R. 11333
should not result in any reduction in the
benefits of other programs.

While clearly not a perfect bill, H.R.
11333 is nonetheless legislation which
will improve the lives of millions of
Americans, those receiving social secu-
rity assistance as well as those eligible
for the supplemental security income
program. Congress now has an opportu-
nity to show that it can and will act %o
help millions of elderly, poor, handi-
capped and disabled Americans. Now is
the time to pass this bill.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, we have no additional re-
quests for time.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have
no additional requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DincerLL, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 11333) to provide a T-percent
increase in social security benefits be-
ginning with March 1974 and an addi-
tional 4-percent increase beginning with
June 1974, to provide increases in supple-
mental security income benefits, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks on the bill H.R. 11333, and
to include extraneous material, and
tables, and further, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on H.R. 11333.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks announced
that the Senate had passed with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a concurrcnt resolu-
tion of the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 378. Concurrent resolution
providing for an adjoumment of the House
from November 15 t. November 26, 1973.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (8. 1570)
entitled “An act to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to allocate
crude oil and refined petroleum products

to deal with existing or imminent short-
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ages and dislocations in the national dis-
tribution system which jeopardize the
public health, safety, or welfare; to pro-
vide for the delegation of authority to
the Secretary of the Interior; and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7746) entitled “An act to establish the
American Revolution Bicentennial Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8916) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the judiciary,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and for other pur-
poses.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the House amendments
to the Senate amendments Nos. 30, 37,
and 46 to the foregoing bill.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2408,
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION, FISCAL YEAR 1974

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to call up the conference
report on the Senate bill (S. 2408) to
authorize certain construction at mili-
tary installations, and for other purposes.
@ l’fhe Clerk read the title of the Senate

ill.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—I should like to ask the gentleman
from New York to explain the confer-
ence report.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield, I certainly intend to ex-
plain the conference report. I also would
like to say to the gentleman from Iowa
that yesterday I asked unanimous con-
sent that this particular bill be brought
up on Thursday, and it was our intention
to bring it up on Thursday. However, be-
cause of the fact that we have finished
consideration of the other legislation so
early, I thought that it would be a con-
venience to the Members to bring it up at
this time. But I assure the gentleman
from Iowa that we will explain the con-
ference report.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PIEKE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Novem-

ber 13, 1973.)
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Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the statement be dis-
pensed with in view of the fact that both
the conference report and the joint
statement of the managers have been
printed and are available to the Mem-
bers, and they are printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of November 13, 1973,
on pages 36848 through 36859.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. Pixe) is recognized for 30
minutes, and the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. Bray) is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on September 13, 1973,
the Senate passed the fiscal year 1974
military construction authorization bill
(S. 2408) in the total amount of
$2,835,444,000.

On October 11, 1973, the House consid-
ered this legislation and provided new
authorizations in the total amount of
$2,715,924,000.

As a result of a conference, House and
Senate conferees worked out the dif-
ferences and agreed to a new adjusted
authorization for military construction
for fiscal year 1974 in the amount of
$2,773,584,000.

The amount of new authority approved
is $220,120,000 below the amount re-
quessed by the Department of Defense. A
further reduction of $22.1 million was
made in the amount of new funding au-
thorized. This was made possible by ap-
plying unobligated balances against new
authority granted to the Army, Navy,
and defense agencies.

I am pleased to state that insofar as
the monetary differences between the
two Houses were concerned, there was
about an even split.

The total authority granted is ap-
proximately $57.7 million above that
granted by the House, and about $61.8
million below the Senate figure.

There were over 140 differences in the
House and Senate versions. However,
we were able to arrive at an agreement
on each one. I will not go into a lot of
detail because the Statement of Man-
agers explains the action of the Con-
ferees.

The most difficult problem encoun-
tered in the conference with the Senate
was on the subject of bachelor enlisted
quarters. The House added a provision
to require a planned occupancy for per-
manent barracks of a minimum of four
persons per room for enlisted grades E-4
and below and no fewer than two per-
sons per room for enlisted grades E-5,
FE-6, and E-7. Based on the progress the
services have made on the design of this
year’s bachelor enlisted quarters proj-
ects and the increased costs that would
result as a consequence of a change at
this time, the House reluctantly receded
from the inclusion of this provision this
vear. However, the Secretary of Defense
i{s directed to make a study of a planned
occupancy for permanent barracks with
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a minimum of four persons per room for
enlisted grades E-4 and below.

This study should provide by service,
the one-time costs for changing criteria,
the construction cost savings that will
accrue in the fiscal year 1975 military
construction program, an estimate of
the construction cost savings for the
next four military construction pro-
grams, impact on morale of personnel,
the impact on recruitment of personnel
under an all-volunteer force and the
flexibility of room assignments. This
study will be submitted to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services of the House and
Senate prior to February 1, 1974.

However, we were able to retain many
projects not included in the Senate ver-
sion. In other words, we had to do some
plain old horse trading. Section 610 was
added by the House to insure that the
Bolling-Anacostia complex in the Dis-
trict of Columbia would be retained for
defense purposes. It would also permit
previously authorized construction,
which has been held up because of lack
of approval of the National Capital
Planning Commission to proceed with or
without the approval of the NCPC.

No such provision was included in the
Senate bill. This particular point was
the subject of some discussion and de-
bate among the conferees. The House
provision was approved with general
agreement among the conferees that in
the next session of the 93d Congress both
the House and the Senafe committees
would conduct hearings to determine the
feasibility of the defense retention of all
of the lands now comprising the Bolling-
Anacostia complex.

Therefore, after giving a little here
and taking a little there, your conferees
did the best they could and believe that
they have brought to the House a good
bill that will provide adequately for the
constructior needs of the military dur-
ing this fiscal year.

I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Emve) for his dedication
and assistance during our hearings and
more especially in the conference. Also,
I want this House to know that all mem-
bers of your conference committee
worked hard to bring this conference
r;eport before you, and I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, my colleague,
the distinguished chairman of the Mili-
tary Construction Subcommittee, has ex-
plained the details of our conference
with the Senate. Therefore, I will not go
into the matters he has discussed with
you.

As in all conferences, it was necessary
to compromise on individual line items
requested by the services, and in some
instances valid items were left out of
the program we bring to the House today.

I want to congratulate my colleagues
on conference committee for their dedi-
cation and efforts to bring this report to
the House. Also, I especially want to
point out to the Members of the House
the excellent leadership provided by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. PIkE).

Mr. Speaker, I cannot let this oppor-
tunity go by without paying a well-de-
served tribute to the very capable and
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hard-working staff of the Committee on
Armed Services and on the subcommit-
tee which handled this legislation. The
staff was invaluable in the markup of
both the bill and the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the conference report.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield for two questions?

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. Mr, Speaker, may I as-
sume that all amendments adopted in
conference are germane to the bill?

Mr, PIKE. All amendments adopted in
conference, I can assure the gentleman,
are germane to the bill,

Mr. GROSS. Was there any money in-
serted in the conference to fund the
President’s unilateral action in inter-
vening in the Middle East war?

Mr. PIKE. No, the action of the Presi-
dent had taken place after either the
House or Senate acted and there is no
such money.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no re-
quest for time.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, T move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

\ ;&1 motion to reconsider was laid on the
able,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the conference report
just passed (S, 2408).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection,

PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT OF
CONGRESS OVER THE THANKS-
GIVING HOLIDAY

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's desk the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 378) providing for an adjourn-
ment of the House from November 15
to November 26, 1973, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the concur-
rent resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Senate amendment: On page 1, line 4,
strike out “1973.” and insert: 1973, and that
when the Senate adjourns on Wednesday,
November 21, 1973, it stand adjourned
until 12 o'clock meridian, Monday, November
26, 1973."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-

sachusetts?
There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MRE. O'NEILL
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
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Mr. O'Neill moves to concur in the Senate
amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Concurrent resolution providing for an
adjournment of the Congress over the
Thanksgiving holiday.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 74486,
ESTABLISHING AMERICAN REVO-
LUTION BICENTENNIAL ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Mr. DONOHUE submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement on
the bill (H.R. T446) to establish the
American Revolution Bicentennial Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes:
CoNFERENCE RErorT (H. REPT. No. 93-639)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
T7448) to establish the American Revolution
Bicentennial Administration, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as
Tollows:

That the SBenate recede from its amend-
ment numbered 6.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the BSenate
numbered 1 and 4, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

“Sec. 7. (a) (1) There are hereby author-
ized to be appropriated annually to carry
out the provisions of this Act, except for
the program of grants-in-aid established by
section 9(b) of this Act, not to exceed $10,-
000,000, of which not to exceed #1,375,000
shall be for grants-in-aid pursuant to sec-
tion 9(a) of this Act,

“(2) For the purpose of carrying out the
program of grants-in-ald established by sec-
tion 9(b) of this Act, there are hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums, not
to exceed $20,000,000, as may be necessary,
and any funds appropriated pursuant to
this paragraph shall remain available until
expended, but no later than December 31,
1976.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
by the Senate amendment insert the follow-
ing:

“Sec. 9. (a) The Administrator is author-
ized to carry out a program of grants-in-aid
in accordance with and in furtherance of the
purposes of this Act. The Administrator may,
subject to such regulations as he may pre-
scribe—

“(1) make equal grants of appropriated
funds in each fiscal year of not to exceed
$25,000 to Bicentennial Commissions of each
State, territory, the District of Columbia,
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
upon application therefor;

“(2) make grants of nonappropriated funds
to nonprofit entities, including States, ter-
ritories, the District of Columbia, and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (or subdivi-
sions thereof), to assist in developing or sup-
porting bicentennial programs or projects.
Such grants may be up to 50 per centum of
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the total cost of the program or project to
be assisted.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
by the Senate amendment insert the follow-
ing:

“(b) For the purpose of further assisting
each of the several States, the Territories,
the District of Columbia, and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico in developing and
supporting bicentennial programs and proj-
ects, the Administrator is authorized, out of
funds appropriated pursuant to section 7(a)
(2) of this Act, to carry out a program of
grants-in-aid in accordance with this sub-
section. Subject to such regulations as may
be prescribed and approved by the Board,
the Administrator may make grants to each
of the several States, Territories, the District
of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico to assist them in developing and
supporting bicentennial programs and proj-
ects, Each such recipient shall be entitled to
not less than $200,000 under this subsection.
In no event shall any such grant be made
unless matched by the recipient.”

And the Senate agree to the same,

Harorp D. DONOHUE,

JameEs R. MaNN,

M. CALDWELL BUTLER,
Managers on the Part of the House,

Jorwn L. McCLELLAN,

Epwarp M, KENNEDY,

RoOMAN HRUSKEA,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
7446) to establish the American Revolution
Bicentennial Administration, and for other
purposes, submit the following jolnt state-
ment to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The Conferees agreed to the language of
Senate Amendment No. 1 amending Sectlon
4 of HR. T446. This language is consistent
with the basic principle of the legislation
in encouraging State and local participation
In the Bicentennial observance. The Senate
language further implemented this purpose
in providing that the Administrator is to co-
ordinate his activities to the extent prac-
ticable with those being planned by State,
local and private groups. He is further au-
thorized to appoint special committees with
members from among those groups to plan
such activities as he deems appropriate.

The Senate amended Section 7(a)(1) of
the House bill by placing a ceiling of $10,-
000,000 annually for the expenses of the
Administration. Included in that amount was
an authorization of not more than $2,475,000
for annual grants of $45,000 to each State,
Territory, the District of Columbia and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The provision
for the $45,000 grants was contained in a
parallel amendment to Section 9 of the bill
which authorized the Administrator to make
equal grants from appropriated funds of not
more than $45,000 to each of the recipients.

The Conferees agreed to reduce the $45,000
figure to £25,000 per entity and the annual
authorization for this grant program to
$1,375,000.

Section 7(a)(2) as added by the Senate
authorized an appropriation of not more
than $20,000,000 for grants-in-aid on a
matching basis to the several states to assist
them in developing and supporting Bicen-
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tennial programs and projects as provided in
the new Section 9(b) as added by the Sen-
ate, the amount to remain available until
expended but no later than June 30, 1976.

The Conferees changed this date to De-
cember 31, 1976, because of the continuing
celebrations and commemorations antici-
pated throughout the calendar year of 1976.

The language of Section 9(b) as contained
in the Conference Report is the revised lan-
guage agreed to by the Conferees. The Sen-
ate language provided that the amounts re-
celved under Section 8(b) by any State could
not exceed $400,000 per state on a matching
basis. In Conference, it was agreed to change
this language so that each recipient would
be entitled to not less than $200,000 in grants
on & matching basis under the Subsection.
In addition, the District of Columbia, the
Territories and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico were Included as eligible reciplents, The
Conferees recognized that each jurisdiction
would, therefore, be assured of the right to
participate in this grant program up to the
amount of $200,000. The language of the
Subsection makes it clear that these grants
are subject to regulations prescribed and ap-
proved by the Board. The $200,000 amount is
available for grants to each jurisdiction and
considered obligated for that purpose, which,
if not used, would lapse. It is not intended
that the unused portion of the $200,000 min-
imum earmarked for each jurisdiction will
be available for distribution to any other
jurisdiction or for any other purpose. The
remalning funds under the $20,000,000 au-
thorization are automatically available for
grants to any eligible jurisdiction that pre-
sents a program found acceptable to the Ad-
ministration.

The Conferees retained Senate Amend-
ment No. 4. It is merely a conforming
amendment made necessary by the renum-
bering changes in Subsection (a) of Sec-
tion 9.

The Senate Conferees receded from Sen-
ate Amendment No. 6 which would have
provided that the Administrator would serve
as Chalrman of the American Revolution Bi-
centennial Board and the Vice Chairman
shall be elected by members of the Board
from members of the Board. The Conferees
agreed to retain the original House language
providing that the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man shall be elected by members of the
Board from members of the Board other than
the Administrator.

The Conferees intend that the regulations
provide a reasonable period for applications
for grants by eligible entities.

HAroLD D. DONOHUE,

JAMES R. MANN,

M. CALDWELL BUTLER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JoEN L. McCLELLAN,

Eowarp M. KENNEDY,

RoMAN HRUSKA,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HR. 11459, MILITARY CON-
?}&UC’I’ION APPROPRIATION FOR

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules I
call up House Resolution 701 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res T01

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move,
clause 6 of rule XXI to the contrary notwith-
standing, that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole Hous: on the
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State of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 11459) making sppropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 80,
1974, and for other purposes and the pro-
visions of clause 2, rule XXI are hereby
walved with respect to any appropriation
contained in such bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Oklahoma is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. McSPADDEN., Mr. Speaker, I yield
the usual 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LaTTA) pend-
ing which, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 701
provides for a waiver of the provi-
sions of clause 6 of rule XXI of the
Rules of the House of Representa-
tives—the 3-day rule—in order that the
House may consider the bill HR. 11459,
a bill making appropriations for military
construction for the Department of De-
fe.l}ie for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974,

House Resolution 701 also provides for
a waiver of the provisions of clause 2, rule
XXI of the rules of the House—prohibit-
ing unauthorized appropriations.

H.R. 11459 makes appropriations for
military construction and family housing
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. The bill
recommends new budget authority of
$2,609,090,000, an increase of $285,869,000
above the amount provided in fiscal year
1973 and $335,810,000 below the requests
of fiscal year 1974.

H.R. 11459 includes appropriations for
construction in support of the Trident
submarine and underwater-launched
ballistic-missile systems.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 701 in order that we
may discuss and debate HR. 11459.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
the statements just made by the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

House Resolution 701 provides for the
consideration of H.R. 11459, the military
construction appropriation bill, 1974,
This resolution waives the 3-day rule in
order that we may consider the bill this
week, and also waives points of order
with regard to clause 2, rule XXI,

The purpose of this legislation is to
make appropriations for military con-
struction and family housing for the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1974.

The committee has recommended new
budget authority of $2,609,090,000, which
is an increase of $285,869,000 above the
appropriations for fiscal year 1973, and a
decrease of $335,810,000 in the request
for fiscal year 1974.

The increase is due to several large
programs. Most important is the con-
struction in support of the Trident sub-
marine and underwater-launched ballis-
tic missile systems. This construction, to
be initiated in fiscal year 1974, is a net
increase of $112,320,000 over fiscal year
1973. Additionally, the cost of operating
and maintaining military family hous-
ing has increased, therefore, there is an
increase of $94,131,000 to meet these
costs. Also, the Army has increased its
bachelor housing program.

The reduction of $335,810,000 is due
primarily to the announced and pending
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base closure actions on the military con-
struction and family housing programs.
Also, because of these announced clo-
sures, there have been a number of proj-
ects canceled at these bases.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this rule.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. GROSS. This is a most unusual
procedure, Not 5 minutes ago the House
approved the conference report on the
authorization bill and 5 minutes later
we are called upon to take up a rule-
making in order for a bill that provides
funds for the authorization measure.

How the Committee on Appropriations
could know what the House would do
with the conference report is a mystery.

Mr. LATTA. Let me say to my good
friend from Iowa, this shows that this
body can act with expedition if it really
wants to.

Mr. GROSS. Yes; if it does not show
anything else, it does show that.

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 11459) making appropriations
for military construction for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and for other pur-
poses; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
general debate on the bill be limited to
2 hours, one-half the time to be con-
trolled by myself and one-half by the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
TALCOTT) .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Florida.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill, HR. 11459, with Mr.
AwnnvnzIo in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr,
SIKES) .

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes to
you under a rule which waives the
3-day requirement and waives the ne-
cessity for completion of the author-
ization process. We in the committee
have no desire to circumvent the author-
ization process. The bill is brought to
you in this manner because of the pros-
pect for delays in the completion of the
authorization process. There is no non-
germane material in the bill.

It is the desire of the leadership that
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we expedite all essential legislation in
every way that we can. This is one of
the last remaining appropriations bills
and it is deemed important to clear it
in the House so that this part of our leg-
islative program can be advanced as far
as possible prior to the Thanksgiving
recess and in that way help to avoid the
logjam of uncompleted legislation which
might build up early in December.

First let me express my very great ap-
preciation to the members of the sub-
committee and to the staff. I have high-
est commendation of this able group for
the dedicated and conscientious manner
in which they carried on the difficult
work of the Subcommittee on Military
Construction. It is an exacting task be-
cause hearings must be conducted day
after day and week after week as line
items are examined and witnesses are
questioned on the requirements for fund-
ing proposals which are submitted by
the various departments.

Understandably, there is not full
agreement within the committee on
some items, but the net result is a sound
and workable package which I can
strongly recommend to the House.

Again, let me say that I do so with
appreciation for the outstanding con-
tributions of my fellow members and the
staff of the subcommittee.

The committee recommends that you
approve new budget authority in the
amount of $2,609,090,000 for military
construction for fiscal year 1974, The
original estimate submitted by the De-
partment of Defense was for $2,944,-
900,000. An additional $35,400,000 was
requested subsequently but was not ap-
proved by the authorizing committees
and could not be considered by this sub-
committee. The figures which I will cite
for authorization refiect the effect of au-
thorization action on new budget author-
ity and are not necessarily the same as
the totals shown in the authorizing bill.

Conferee agreement on the authoriz-
ing bill was in the amount of $2,723,711,-
000, a cut of $221,189,000. Your commit-
tee has made further cuts of $114,621,-
000 below the recommendations of the
Armed Services Committees of the House
and Senate. This is a total cut of $335,-
810,000.

Broken down by services, we have the
following figures.

For the Department of the Army, the
total request was $740,800,000. The au-
thorization is for $684,394,000. Your
committee recommended $627,475,000.

For the Department of the Navy, the
total request was $705,700,000. The total
of the authorization is $661,049,000.
Your committee recommended $610,-
541,000.

For the Department of the Air Force
the request was for $321,900,000. The
commititee authorized $294,096,000. We
recommend funding of $269,702,000.

For family housing, the request was for
$1,181,500,000 for 12,688 units. The com-
mitte is recommending $1,094,372,000
which will permit construction of 10,691
units, and which is approximately the
amount authorized.

For your information, the funding for
family housing includes much more than
the construction of housing units. Costs
in addition to construction of new units
inelude modernizing, relocating, operat-
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ing, maintaining, and leasing military
family housing, as well as debt principal
and interest payments on military
family housing indebtedness. Also
covered are construction of frailer
spaces, minor construction, acquisition
of Wherry housing, planning, furniture
procurement, payments under the rental
guarantee and section 809 which is
armed services housing for essential
civilian employee housing programs,
payments to the Commodity Credit
Corporation for housing built with funds
obtained from the surplus commodity
program, and servicemen’s mortgage in-
surance premiums. Still other costs
associated with housing miiltary families
are carried in the military personnel
appropriations. Housing allowances and
cost of transportation of personnel and
of household goods are examples.

To some extent, savings resulting from
cancellation of prior-year projects as the
result of base closures or other changes
in requirements can bes applied to
finance the fiscal year 1774 program.
Sufficient funds have been provided to
allow for the construction of adequate
units for those projects which remain
valid in the fiscal year 1972 and 1973
family housing programs.

For defense agencies the total request
was $19,100,000. The amount authorized
is $10,000,000. We find available revenues
are sufficient to finance this program
through fiscal year 1974 so no new ap-
propriation is approved.

This year's reduction in authorization
is much higher than usual. However,
your committee has recommended addi-
tional cuts as indicated. I can assure you
there is no justification for other cuts.
The Nation is moving into a peacetime
force status—the level-off period when
there are no longer requirements for par-
ticipation in the conflict in Southeast
Asia—and we begin with what we hope
will be a long period of relative stability
for our forces at strength levels based on
worldwide treaty commitments.

Most base closures and realinements
have now been finalized and are in
process of being carried out. That means
we are dealing primarily with permanent
bases. We also are seeking to achieve an
all-volunteer force. To do these things
successfully we must attract a high-level
type of personnel. Modern, sophisticated
equipment demands personnel who are
capable of manning and maintaining it.
This also requires training facilities
which are modern and barracks and
homes which are livable. Providing these
is a slow process. Construction is now
very costly. Inflation continues to exact
a heavy toll and the military construc-
tion budget is never large in comparison
with other defense costs or domestic
budgets. So this can be accepted as a
modest program for an essential re-
quirement.

“TRIDENT" PROGRAM

You will note from the report that we
are embarking in a sizable way on the
Trident program. It is discussed in the
report before you on page 5. The Trident
is a new, improved ballistic missile sub-
marine which is larger and more sur-
vivable than any other submarine in the
world. It has new, long-range missiles.
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As antisubmarine weapons are improved
and as land-based missiles become more
fearsome, we must have a new trump
card which has a better prospect for
survival in the years ahead. The Trident
promises to give us such a weapon, one
which the Soviets will know they cannot
expect to knock out with a first strike.
The Trident will increase the possible
worldwide patrol area of our submarine
fleet six-fold over that of current sub-
marines. That means they can wait and
watch just about anywhere in the world.
We hope to assure maximum time for the
submarines on station and minimum
time undergoing repair and overhaul.
Present plans call for the support facility
for 10 Tridents at Bangor, Wash., with
essential operational capability for the
system in the late calendar year 1978,
5 years hence. The Navy originally re-
quested $125,000,000 for military con-
struction for this program. The request
was revised to $118,000,000. We have cut
it by $6,000,000. We expect a total cost of
more than a half billion dollars for Tri-
dent construction. This is a new program
and a big one, but it is for America’s
survival.
BASE CLOSURES AND REALINEMENTS

Your committee devoted much time to
the question of base realinements. Sub-
stantial base closures and realinements
were announced earlier this year. The
announcement came late. It has resulted
in significant delays in the preparation
of this bill and it is unfortunate we did
not have the announcement earlier. The
Department of Defense has identified
large savings associated with these re-
alinements and closures, but it must be
realized there will also be significant first
costs. This is the shakedown period dur-
ing which realinements are taking place
and closure proceedings are being ini-
tiated—274 specific actions to consoli-
date, reduce, realine, or close military in-
stallations in the United States and
Puerto Rico have been announced. This
is expected to save $3.5 billion over the
next 10 years and to result in the elimi-
nation of 42,800 military and civilian
positions.

There is the possibility of a few addi-
tional closures or realinements, particu-
larly it appears in the Army. However,
the committee has taken into consider-
ation all of the announcements to date in
the preparation of this bill and we have
carefully sought to identify possible weak
bases which are likely to be found in any
remaining closure or realinement ac-
tions. We seek to avoid funding new
construction for bases which will not re-
main operational.

The committee also has consistently
urged that a strong effort be made to
utilize existing facilities during realine-
ments rather than to undertake the con-
struction of new facilities.

REDUCTIONS IN OVERSEAS BASES

There is a subject of particular con-
cern to the committee. We did not feel
that the Department of Defense is pur-
suing a cutback of unnecessary functions
overseas and the reduction or closure of
excess overseas facilities with the same
determination that has been applied to
functions and installations in the United
States. The committee realizes that it
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would be a grave mistake to be too hasty
in removing U.S. combat units overseas
thereby undermining the military and
political strength of the United States
and the allies. We know there must be
adequate facilities for the troops who
are stationed overseas. In most areas
land is scarce and once a base is given up,
there is little likelihood of getting it back.
However, taking all the factors into ac-
count, it appears there is room for reduc-
fions in our base structure overseas and
wherever this could be accomplished, it
would save money. We just do not feel
the Department of Defense is giving ade-
quate consideration to base closures or
realinements overseas.
NATO INFRASTRUCTURE

In the report the committee has gone
quite fully into the NATO infrastructure
program. It begins on page 13 of your
report. I recommend that you give it
careful thought. Infrastructure has pro-
vided a flexible and useable instrument.
It has made possible $3.4 billion worth of
installations in support of the common
defense of Europe. It represents a very
fine example of cooperation and realistic
cost sharing between the NATO allies,

We have from time to time noted dis-
appointing delays by our own represent-
atives and by our allies in taking full ad-
vantage of the opportunities provided by
the NATO infrastructure toward saving
money for the United States. Neverthe-
less, we are consistently gaining ground
in that the NATO allies are providing
vear by year for an increasing share of
the cost of the facilities which are a
common requirement for the military
defense of Europe. As a matter of fact, in
1951 we were paying 43 percent of the
joint cost of the program. Now we are
paying less than 20 percent.

This bill contains $40 million for our
contribution to the NATO infrastructure.
The figure of $95,650,000 which is carried
on page 55 of your report may appear
contradictory. That figure represents the
total NATO infrastructure program—
'$20 million of this amount is in reim-
bursements from NATO allies and the
remainder is transferred from other ac-
counts such as Safeguard.

The committee is mindful of the un-
easiness expressed in some quarters
about the stability of the NATO alliance.
This results from incidents occurring
during the war in the Middle East. It is
not the business of this subcommittee to
analyze the future of NATO. Our job is .
to fund the U.S. part of its construction
requirements, However, it is my personal
opinion that the NATO alliance is a
strong and viable organization and that
when danger threatens within Western
Europe, it will function as planned and
anticipated. The war in the Middle East
brought questions about the supply of
oil which is essential to Europe and about
transfers of equipment which had been
prepositioned in Europe for the defense
of Europe. These questions would not
arise if Europe were threatened mili-
tarily.

HOUSING FOR BACHELOR PERSONNEL AND

MILITARY FAMILIES

The committee is continuing its sup-
port for improved housing for bachelor
personnel and for military families. We
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have departed from the old idea of open
bay barracks with their noise and lack
of privacy which was the standard for
s0 many years. It is the policy now to
provide uniform rooms with bath for not
more than three men per room for the
lower grades of enlisted personnel, up to
one man per room for the highest grades
of enlisted personnel.

The family housing has improved ac-
cordingly. Quarters are now on a par
with the average of those in private com-
munities although it is not possible under
present funding limitations to provide
some desirable amenities such as garages
and additional recreational space. How-
ever, there has been a steady effort on
the part of the commtitee to insure the
availability of more of the things which
housewives very much want in their
homes and on which until recent years
they were not even consulted when mili-
tary housing was designed. The bachelor
housing program is proceeding in a very
satisfactory manner. Family housing in
this year’s program has suffered a set-
back because of the limitations imposed
by the authorizing committees.

By the use of the turnkey program,
it has been possible to get more origin-
ality in the housing program and in
most instances to save money by en-
couraging the contractor to develop his
own designs and plans in competition
with other bidders.

HOMEPORTING FOR THE NAVY

The committee is continuing to sup-
port homeporting for the Navy. The pro-
gram is still somewhat smail but it gives
to a limited number of Navy families an
opportunity to live where their men are
stationed. The Army and the Air Force
have long been able to accomplish this
by allowing dependents to live overseas.
Navy families could not enjoy the same
privilege and this has meant additional
family separations. One of the chief
problems for retention of skilled and de-
sirable personnel in the Navy is the sim-
ple fact that the “amily has been sep-
arated for such long periods from the
man in uniform. In a partial effort to
-offset this, the Navy has transferred per-
sonnel so frequently the transfer costs
have been excessively high.

COMMISSARY FUNDING

It should be noted that the committee
has denied funding in a number of cases
for commissaries. This action should not
be construed as a policy decision. We
realize the commissary facilities are a
traditional part of military benefits. Our
action is intended to stimulate the mili-
tary toward devising other means of
providing sueh facilities without coming
to the Congress for public moneys. This
could be done through a surcharge with
which to establish a building fund for
commissaries. The Government is sub-
sidizing the commissary program at a
level of nearly $300 million a year.
They do not pay taxes. Their overhead
is low. They are important to the mili-
tary program but less so than in the days
when military pay scales were very low
and adequate shopping facilities were
limited near the average military base.
Now there are food stores and shopping
centers around nearly all bases.
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SOUTHEAST ASIA FUNDS

The end of hostilities in Southeast
Asia left some unused funds which have
been appropriated in prior years. At the
beginning of the fiscal year there still
remained in Southeast Asia funds for
military construction $59.9 million. Of
that amount $29.2 million is programed
for use during fiscal years 1974 and 1975.
This is for facilities for South Vietnam,
Thailand, and other areas. Nothing is
planued for Laos and Cambodia. In the
main this is for roads and bridges and
there is some vertical construction.

The means $30.8 million of the re-
maining SEA funds is not programed for
expenditure at this time. Accordingly
the committee has recouped $15 million
of this amount and applied it to other
projects. The remainder is available in
case of unexpected emergencies.

AIR AND WATER POLLUTION

I am very glad to report to the House
the continuing support and significant
progress in both air and water pollution
control programs. We are now well over
the hump in these two essential pro-
grams, The committee recognizes their
importance and has given solid support
to them.

SBTATUS OF SAFEGUARD PROGRAM

There are no construction funds re-
quested for the Safeguard program in
fiscal year 1974. However, some $35,650,-
000 has been reprogramed from the Safe-
guard reserve to meet requirements
which were generated in the NATO in-
frastructure account as the result of dol-
lar devaluation.

A summary of the present funding
situation of the Safeguard program fol-
lows:

The total amount of appropriation
available to the Safeguard program is
$646.8 million.

Against this, the current total esti-
mated cost of the construction program
including claims is $597.1 million.

Prior to the reprograming to NATO
infrastructure, the Safeguard reserve
was $59.7 million.

Transfer to NATO, $35.6 million.

Remaining Safeguard reserve is $14.1
million.

Obligations as of September 30, 1973,
$568.8 million.

Expenditures as of September 30, 1973,
$485.3 million.

DECENTRALIZATION OF FACLITIES

For a number of years this subcom-
mittee has pressed the military services
to decentralize some of the military pro-
grams away from Washington. Progress
has been slow and tedious and results are
minimal. It should be obvious the concen-
tration of additional military activities
in and around our Nation’s Capital
makes it a more inviting military target.
It also means that personnel are being
moved to one of the highest cost areas
in the land. It means further congestion
in an already congested area. Yet every-
one wants to be close to the throne.
Evervbody wants to be in a position to
influence the powers that be and impress
the admirals and generals. We have even
withheld appropriation but rental space
is available.

I have to confess that during the year
immediately preceding we have made
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less progress than in prior years. Some
of this has been due to the large turn-
over of individuals in the Secretariat. It
has been hard in recent months to find
someone to talk to in these positions who
was still there 3 or 6 months later. Never-
theless this committee wants it under-
stood that we are very displeased at the
comparative indifference to efforts to de-
centralize military programs away from
the Capital. This is one good way to
achieve revenue sharing. Certainly there
is no reason why more of the activities
and the funding which now come to
Washington should not be in various
States and cities throughout the country.

The committee has spent weeks and
months in a dedicated effort to bring to
the Congress a bill in which unnecessary
projects are eliminated. In some cases,
we may have been over zealous but I can
assure you the committee is not prej-
udiced toward any project which may
have been deferred. If a stronger case
can be made in the Senate and the proj-
ect is retained there, we shall give it a
fresh look and an unbiased one when we
go to conference. We feel that we have a
good program, one that will help to meet
the requirements for a strong defense
program in the years ahead and one
which will help to provide adequate liv-
ing quarters, training facilities, research
facilities and all the other things which
are essential to a modern defense. We be-
lieve you can safely place your confidence
in this bill.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHATRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The call will be taken by electronic
device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 584]

Fascell
Fraser
CGoodling
Gubser
Hays

Hébert
Holifield
Howard
Jarman
Earth
Kastenmeier
EKeating
Kluczynski Stuckey
Lehman Teague, Tex.
Madden Udall
Martin, Nebr. Waggonner
Mills, Ark. Wyatt
Devine Minshall, Ohio Young, S.C.
Diggs Murphy, N.¥.

Edwards, Calif. O'Brien

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Annunzio, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill HR. 11459, and finding itself
without a guorum, he had directed the
electronic device, whereupon 375 Mem-~
bers recorded their presence, a guorum,
and he submitted herewith the names
of the absentees to be spread upon the
journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
TALCOTT).

Abdnor
Anderson, I11,
Archer

Baker
Blackburn
Blatnik

Pike
Reid
Roberts

St Germain
Schroeder
Selberling
Sisk

Spence

Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Collins, Ill.
Davis, Wis.
Dellums
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Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to re-
iterate what the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Smxes) has already told the House
but there are a few comments I think
would be pertinent.

First of all, our subcommittee was un-
animously in favor of this bill. We have
mixed feelings about the bill, of course.
We have some definite differences of
opinion about the bill, of course.

Nevertheless we were able to work out
an agreement. The committee has had to
work long and conscientiously over a
very difficult and tedious subject. There
are many installations involved.

There are hundreds of special interests
involved, there are various priorities, and
there are constant, continuing changes.
The entire Defense Department is in a
state of turbulence, with the changes we
have undergone, the winding down of
the war in Southeast Asia, as an ex-
ample. There has been a dramatic reduc-
tion in forces; there is considerable de-
velopment of new weaponry. There are
the needs of the Volunteer Army, which
have to be considered.

There have been many base closures
and realinements. There is a shifting
from wartime to peacetime activities,
which has required many changes in
many facilities.

Mr, Chairman, there is a new em-
phasis on responsible family men in the
service rather than bachelor draftees
and adventurers.

There is considerable construction
which had to be delayed during the
Vietnam war. There is a good deal of
maintenance and repair that was ne-
glected.

So we have tried to pare down fo the
low-dollar figure, without jeopardizing
the morale or the readiness of our forces.
We have tried to develop those projects
which are essential to the moderniza-
tion of our defense forces. We have tried
to cut or defer those projects which have
not been justified or which might not fit
into the new programs of base reloca-
tions.

However, our cuts have been selective.
Because of the turbulence and indecision
of the Defense Department, our com-
mittee has spent more than 50 percent
more time last year in hearings.

There are three increases that amount
to $336 million which I think are impor-
tant. These are as follows: $112 million
for Trident; $94 million for family hous-
ing, the maintenance and operation of
family housing; and $130 million for
bachelor housing. These figures amount
to $336 million of increases.

Even so, this budget is below the budget
proposed by the President.

Mr. Chairman, we have made cuts in
various other areas, mainly in those
which affect the changes in base utiliza-
tion plans.

There are three items which I would
like to mention that have been neglected
in our military construction program.

One pertains to language teaching.
Language teaching has been neglected in
our military forces. It may be more im-
portant than missiles in the future Army
ard in our defense and peacekeeping ef-
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forts. I believe we need to pay more at-
tention to language teaching.

We have neglected our ma:intenance
and repair of all our installations. Any
private landlord or private operator
would spend a good deal more on main-
tenance and repair than we have spent
in protecting our military facilities.

Mr. Chairman, the hospital at West
Point may be one of the most outdated,
neglected, medical facilities in the forces.
I think that we deferred this hospital
because of the exorbitant price and some
concern over the plans that were pre-
sented by the Army.

I happen to believe that they need to
look into this matter quickly, review it
quickly, and present to the committee
and the Congress next year the plans and
the appropriation for the medical fa-
cility there.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Giuman) has made a very persuasive
presentation concerning this. He is one
of the most knowledgeable Members of
the Congress on this subject, and he
urges us to do it. We deferred it, but I
hope that we can get to it next year.

Mr. Chairman, I think the cut of $335
million reflects a degree of fiscal re-
straint which is responsible and appro-
priate at the present time. It is a prudent
and selective bill in terms of the in-
creases which are approved and those
which are denied.

I think we have approved those proj-
ects which are truly necessary for na-
tional security. An example is the $112
million which is allowed for Trident
construction to be initiated this year.

We need the Trident system to assure
our deterrence capability toward the end
of this decade, and if we are to have these
larger submarines and missiles, we must
start acquiring the facilities to support
them this year.

We have, hopefully, where it was pos-

sible, allowed additional amounts to
cover increased costs. An example of this
is in the family housing area where, of
the total increase of approximately $127
million allowed, $94 million is merely to
meet the increased cost of performing
adequate operation and maintenance.
Also, the allowed unit cost of new hous-
ing has increased by an average of $3,500
each from that allowed 2 years ago, and
this is not really sufficient to meet the
increases in construction eosts which
have occurred and are projected. We
had to provide additional funds to meet
these costs.

A third and very important area in
which a significant increase of $130,084,-
000 has been provided is the Army bar-
racks construction and modernization
brogram. For years, testimony before our
subcommittee has indicated that enlisted
personnel were growing increasingly un-
happy with open bay bachelor housing.
We have worked with the military de-
partments to encourage them to upgrade
their standards for bachelor housing, and
they have done so. The Army’s fiscal year
1974 request, which has been very largely
approved, reflects both the additional
cost of building adequate bachelor hous-
ing and the size of the construction pro-
gram which is needed to provide modern,
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permanent, adequate barracks at the
Army’s hardcore installations.

When one considers just these 3
increases for Trident, $112 million;
family housing operation and mainte-
nance, $94 million; and bachelor housing
for the Army, $130 million; their total,
$336 million exceeds the amount of the
increase which is recommended over last
year, which is approximately $286
million.

Obviously, there have had to be com-
pensating savings and reductions else-
where in the program. One factor which
has brought about these reductions is the
emphasis on base realinements which has
been apparent in the past year. The
administration has taken steps to reduce
unnecessary costs of maintaining more
military bases than are needed. As a
result, many projects for which funds
had been provided in prior years are no
longer needed. Also, in an environment
in which base utilization plans are chang-
ing, the requirements for construction
projects do not, in many cases, become
clear until force deployments have set-
tled down. As a result, many projects are
held in abeyance or deferred. In some
cases, the original decisions reflect in-
adequate planning and require further
study. The Army is currently engaged in
such a study of its smaller bases now,
and there will doubtless be further reduc-
tions in some of these bases in the future.
In this situation, it seems unwise to pro-
ceed with construction projects at many
of these bases.

One area in which I have become
particularly concerned about the ade-
quacy of the Army’s planning is in lan-
guage training. They seem to regard this
very critical program as something which
can be moved around the country when-
ever a barracks building or two is vacated
at any location. Anyone familiar with
education in general and with language
training in particular should realize that
this is not the case, that the heart of
such training lies in its dedicated profes-
sionals and its academic traditions which
cannot be duplicated at just any place
wtlﬁere there happens to be space avail-
able.

To some extent the budget request
this year is lower than it might have been
because expensive programs such as the
Safeguard antiballistic missile have been
dropped. One cannot but regret the large
amounts that have been spent and
largely wasted upon this program. One
can, however, be glad that, to some ex-
tent, our pushing ahead with this pro-
gram, with the considerable cost and
waste that that entailed, enabled the
strategic arms limitation agreements to
come about. As a result of that, enormous
costs in this and in other strategic weap-
ons programs can be kept within bounds,
provided the letter and the spirit of this
agreement is maintained. Funds appro-
priated for Safeguard in prior years
which are not required to cover claims
and necessary work have been reapplied
to other programs to reduce new budget
authority to the extent that the commit-
tee feels is prudent at this time.

In addition, many of the projects
which were requested, which were nice
to have, bul not necessary, or which were
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badly planned, have been eliminated
from the bill by both the authorizing ac-
tion and committee’s recommendation.
There are so many examples of the for-
mer that I will not offend anyone by
simply pointing out a few projects. But,
most of the projects which can be de-
ferred, which should be restudied, or
which may be at weak installations have
been deleted.

One project which I feel I should men-
tion and which confronted the commit-
te: with a real dilemma was the request
for $25 million for a new hospital at the
U.S. Military Academy at West Point,
N.Y. I have seen the existing faeility.
It is certainly a hospital that needs to
be replaced sometime in the near future.
It may be the most inadequate medical
facility in the Services. On the other
hand, the Army’s plans for providing a
new hospital were so expensive as to be
shocking. The hospital, for instance, was
to be a 100-bed hospital at a cost of $25
million. We have built 400-bed hospitals
for considerably less in recent military
construction programs in other areas of
the country, of course. Furthermore, 100
beds seem to be too many for the actual
or projected workload for cadets at West
Point. Finally, moving the hospital away
from its present location, paradoxically,
may make it harder to provide for cadets’
medical needs without further large ex-
penditures. All of this is spelled out in
the committee’s report and in our hear-
ings. I feel that we had to defer this
hospital at this time to force the Army
to really restudy their plans for this fa-
cility. I hope our review can be com-
pleted promptly, because a new hospital
is direly needed at West Point—and be-
fore the costs escalate even more.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
GiLmaAaN) has made a persuasive pres-
entation—he is the most knowledgable
member concerning this hospital need.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Mc-
EweN), a member of the committee.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from California (Mr,
Tarcorr) concerning the hospital at the
U.S. Military Academy at West Point.

Mr. Chairman, I had the opportunity
of visiting this hospital just this past
week, and I would confirm everything
that the gentleman from California has
said. This is an old, obsolete facility,
with a great deal of maintenance that
has been deferred, and deliberately de-
ferred, in anticipation of the construc-
tion of a new facility.

I do not suggest, Mr. Chairman, that
I know all of the answers on exactly the
location or the size that the proposed new
facility should be, but from my own
viewing of the existing facility I know
it is obsolete and I know of the need for
a new facility.

I would like to say that the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GiLmAn) has been
most industrious in bringing to the at-
tention of all of us on the subcommittee
the need for this hospital.

T was pleased at having the opportu-
nity to see it. Everything Mr. GILMAN
told us has been confirmed; namely, that
the existing hospital is obsolete and the
need for a replacement is great.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
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the gentleman from New York (Mr. Mc-
EwenN) for his thoughtful remarks con-
cerning the long-needed West Point hos-
pital proposal and appreciate the concern
of the Subcommittee’s distinguished
chairman (Mr. SIKES).

I am hopeful that the deletion of funds
for this project from the committee bill
will only be temporary, and I am con-
fident the Army will respond in the days
ahead to the objections raised by the
subcommittee. The Army has demon-
strated its concern for the high costs of
this and other construction projects at
the Academy and has consistently and
conscientiously tried to keep costs as low
as possible.

Impressive documentation has been
presented supporting the need for this
new 100-bed hospital facility. The pres-
ent hospital, already more than 50 years
old, serves a large and growing com-
munity, both on the Academy grounds
and in the surrounding region. Its
archaic systems, extremely limited space
and poor location have all been cited as
major deficiencies. These obstacles have
hindered the delivery of first-rate medi-
cal service to the thousands of patients
who are served annually.

As these deficiencies become more
acute with the passage of time, the costs
of construction increase to even higher
levels.

The Army Corps of Engineers has
exhaustively examined alternative pro-
posals in an effort to find a way of pro-
viding the needed improvements in med-
ical service at the lowest possible cost.

All of the alternative proposals have
been found wanting. The construction of
a smaller facility or renovation of the
existing hospital would result in only a
nominal saving, if a saving at all, as
compared with an entirely new 100-bed
facility. But more important, the end
result would still be a marginal facility
that would nof have the approval of the
Army Surgeon General or the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Health and En-
vironment. Sacrificing efficiency and the
complete utilization of the latest med-
ical technology would be false economy.

Twice in recent years, Congress has
authorized this project, including current
approvals by both the House and Senate
in connection with the military construe-
tion authorization bill, This clearly dem-
onstrates a legislative recognition of the
necessity for a new West Point hospital.

I know the Army will now approach
the committee’s concerns with the same
thoroughness and diligence that it has
previously displayed in documenting the
need for this facility. I trust there will
yvet be an opportunity to resolve these
concerns as the other body prepares to
consider the & military construction
appropriation.

One of the finest military institutions
in the world is deserving of a first-rate
hospital.

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished resident
commissioner of Puerto Rico (Mr.
BENITEZ) .

Mr. BENITEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
once again, this time hopefully to help
rectify a deplorable situation which af-
fects the good name of the United States,
the good name of those of us who in
Puerto Rico defend the United States
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and identify ourselves with its basic
values and perhaps more importantly to
defend the right of the people of a very
small island in Puerto Rico to live, work,
and go about without the constant
threat, danger and perturbation of
bombardment.

I refer to the issue of Culebra. This is
a very small Puerto Rican island on our
eastern shore which for a number of
yvears has been the subject of special dis-
cussion and debate here and throughout
the Hemisphere. A week ago, we thought
in Puerto Rico that the matter had
been adjudicated finally. We felt that
the action of the conferees of the House
and the Senate on the military construc-
tion authorization, fiscal year 1974, the
report of which we approved just 30
minutes ago, would forestall any addi-
tional delay. However, that report has
been completely ignored in the appro-
priations bill now before us for our con-
sideration.

Members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee have been surprised to discover
that the military construction bill au-
thorizes according to the recommenda-
tion of the conferees the necessary funds
to settle the Culebra issue; but nonethe-
less no appropriation ensues in the bill
now under consideration. Why?

In the conference report which we re-
ceived half an hour ago it is stated spe-
cifically in section 204(a):

Sec. 204. (a) In order to facilitate the relo-
cation of the ship-to-shore and other gun fire
and bombing operations of the United States
Navy from the island of Culebra, there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated the
sum of $12,000,000 for the construction and
equipage of substitute facilities in support of
such relocation.

This section continues, establishing a
number of conditions and requirements
to insure that the Navy will have full
occasion and opportunity to protect the
vital national interests that might be in-
volved, making as a prerequisite to the
disbursement of any appropriations, a
mutually satisfactory agreement.

Under the circumstances which, I may
say, motivated and required the appear-
ance here on three separate occasions of
the Governor of Puerto Rico to give as-
surances at different moments before
Members of the other body, before the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services of the House, and afterward
before the House conferees on the mili-
tary construction authorization fiscal
year 1974, full satisfaction was accorded
to the conferees on both our willingness
and even eagerness to meet all reason-
able conditions required and presented.
And then we, to our amazement, find
that your committee’s appropriation bill
lacks any recommendation of funds for
these purposes.

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to point
out that three successive Secretaries of
Defense, Secretary Laird, Secretary
Richardson, and Secretary Schlesinger,
reported publicly in answer to the re-
quest of Governors of the people of
Puerto Rico, that the Navy operations at

Culebra would be terminated no later
than July 1, 1975.

I may say that this morning at break-/
fast, I had the opportunity to talk to
Secretary Schilesinger and to express to
the Secretary my amazement that the
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‘Navy, having requested this course of ac-
tion necessitating more funds apparently
had made no such funding request—
at least in a timely way—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. Mr. Schlesing-
er was, I am sure, surprised at this, and
indicated to me that he would study the
matter and help to rectify what he
thought had been an oversight.

I wish to add that this pledge was first
made to the former Governor of Puerto
Rico, Governor Ferré, several times, and
was used as an electoral commitment.
Governor Ferré's pledge was negated 6
weeks thereafter by Secretary Laird.

But former Secretary Richardson
promised to review the policy in his con-
firmation hearings after consulting sev-
eral voluminous studies prepared by the
Defense Department at the direction of
Congress. He conducted extensive dis-
cussions with Navy officials and obtained
personal assurances from the Govern-
ment that a transfer of the operations
from this small inhabited island of Cule-
bra would not be impeded in any way,
should it be made anywhere in the un-
inhabited islands of Puerto Rico.

Mr. Richardson made the commitment
that was afterward echoed by Mr.
Schlesinger.

Here we stand after 3 years of com-
mitments concerning Culebra, with the
dignity and welfare of our people pro-
foundly involved with a final approval
obtained from this House on the con-
ference committee recommendations on
the authorization bill and now we are
to return home to be expected to say
all this was in jest.

Mr. BADILLO, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BENITEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr, BADILLO. Mr, Chairman, I want
to commend the distinguished Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico on the
statement. As he indicates, we have been
talking about this issue for years. This is
not a case merely of failing to have an
appropriation. If there is no appropria-
tion to follow the authorization, we are
failing to keep a promise not only to
the people of Puerto Rico but a promise
that affects the credibility of the United
States of America.

Mr. Chairman, I call upon the con-
ferees to see to it when they go to the
Senate that this matter is rectified and
that appropriations are made for the re-
location of the facilities.

Mr. BENITEZ. I thank the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENITEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend my friend, the gentleman
from Puerto Rico, on the statement he
has made. Certainly we visited together
on the beach at Culebra and looked at
the installations there and talked to the
mayor.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman from
Puerto Rico.

Mr. BENITEZ. I thank the gentleman
for yielding,
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I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. LEGGETT. Certainly this has been
a matter where the gentleman has been
very, very aggressive to try to fulfill the
commitments of the three Secretaries
of Defense that he mentioned, but we do
have a problem where these funds were
not requested at the outset by the Navy.
We had inserted them in the Senate in
the authorization bill. We later had,
through the gentleman's aggressiveness,
I guess, the conference commitiee ap-
prove the item, so we have the matter
authorized. But still there is nothing be-
fore the Committee on Appropriations, I
guess, to date. I would certainly hope
that the Committee on Appropriations
would consider the matter and that this
has come about in an irregular way.

If the Senate chooses to act on this
matter and be a little more aggressive
than we have, I certainly hope that we
can favor the Secretary's recommenda-
tions in a positive way in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to direct
the guestion to the chairman of the sub-
committee.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute. I had not intended to en-
gage in this discussion at this time. The
fact is that the committee has had no
request for funds. The request for fund-
ing went to the Senate after we had
completed our work, and it has not yet
come to this committee.

There is another side to this case which
I expect to discuss in detail if an amend-
ment is offered. At the moment let me
say that if the matter is taken up and
considered favorably in the Senate, we
will look at it carefully with an open
mind. We are not prejudiced against the
project.

Mr. LEGGETT. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman from
Puerto Rico.

Mr. BENITEZ. I thank the gentleman.

I wish to say that I appreciate and
understand the explanations given by
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee and wish to say that I trust
the Members understand perfectly well
that our interest is not only the interest
of the people of Culebra, but this House's
common interest in making clear to
everyone in Puerto Rico and outside of
Puerto Rico that these commitments per-
taining to human beings will be observed.
I trust that this will be the case, and I
would continue to pledge my support to
the processes that will make it possible.

Mr, TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we have
no further request for time,

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. Long), & member
of the subcommittee.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman,
as a member of the committee I support
this bill.

The bill does represent a substantial
cut below the authorization. The author-
ization, it is fair to say, cut quite sub-
stantially below the budget request, with
the net result that we do have a very
substantial cut here below the budget
request. While this is a bigger bill than
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last year, it is a bigger bill roughly by the
factor of inflation only.

I wish we could have cut more. I have
been one of those who have been fighting
for years to cut the military spending
particularly after the war in Vietnam.
But, let us face it, the cold war is heat-
ing up. I have not always been convinced
by the warnings of the hawks and I am
still not entirely, but it is better to be safe
than to be sorry.

The sums of money involved in what
we are doing are relatively small in rela-
tion to the tremendous dangers this
country faces in the perilous world in
which we live today.

There are some problems of military
construction I have felt some concern
about. I do think the military is often
asking us for new buildings or is often
leasing when it could be using old build-
ings which are perfectly serviceable
buildings. There is a vacant base in my
district, Fort Holabird, which the Army
has appraised as having buildings good
until 1994, Although they are not beauti-
ful they are serviceable. It is a great mis-
take to walk away and leave that money
there.

In connection with some of the over-
seas bases I have had some concern but
we have found ourselves in something of
a dilemma. A great deal of our overseas
housing is in very bad shape, yet we are
not replacing it now because it is not
clear how long we are going to be at those
bases.

I think we should have taken more into
account the lack of combat readiness of
certain National Guard units. Some of
them are in a C-4 category. They are
just not ready and the buildings are not
going to make them ready. Combat read-
iness depends on other factors than
buildings.

I have some concern about the con-
struction for Trident because we are
putting all our eggs in one basket at one
base in one place in Bangor, Wash. A
single bomb could knock out a very large
part of the Trident. Should we be put-
ting so much investment in one spot.

I have some concern about emergency
funds. But the sums are not great and
this is a matter on which reasonable
people can come to some sort of agree-
ment.

On the matter of Culebra I would like
to point out to the gentleman from
Puerto Rico that no one can commit the
Congress of the United States to move
a base from anywhere. Congress is not
at the beck and call of the Secretary of
Defense or any other administrative
agency that wants to tell some area that
we plan to move out.

I hope Congress and these other peo-
ple keep that in mind, There are other
things that bother me, but nevertheless,
I think this is a reasonably prudent bill.

I want to commend Congressman
Sikes, who has been a very distinguished
chairman. He is always tolerant and un-
derstanding and listens to the views of
everybody on the committee.

I think this is a reasonably prudent
bill, which is a reasonable compromise,
and I ask my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr., SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

Mr. PICKLE. Mr, Chairman, I would




36984

like to ask the chairman about one item
in the military construction bill provid-
ing for funds for the construction of one
faeility in my particular district, a com-~
missary at Bergstrom Air Force Base.
‘We have been waiting for the authoriza-
tion of this projeect for over 30 years.
Finally, after waiting this period of years,
it was authorized. I am advised that the
bill before us now does not provide the
funds in this instance. Is that correct?

Mr. SIEES. Yes. I will be glad to re-
spond to the distinguished gentleman. I
commend him for his interest in his own
district and the military installations
there.

The facility which the gentleman re-
fers to, the commissary, is an authorized
item. It is one of several commissaries
deleted by the Appropriations Commit-
tee. The committee went rather fully
into this subject, and the majority of the
members of the committee felt that the
Department of Defense should take a new
look at commissaries in general. It is
costing the Government nearly $300 mil-
lion a year in personnel costs to operate
the commissaries. They do not pay any
taxes. Their overhead is low. They obtain
land, and in many cases facilities, with-
out charge. A surcharge is acdded to the
commissary prices to pay for overhead
expenses. In many cases this has been
used to construct new commissaries or
to rehabilitate existing ones.

The majority of the members of the
committee felt that this procedure might
be a rational way for the construction
of this and other commissaries to be
funded.

We are not prejudiced against com-
missaries. We accept the fact they are
important to the military programs. The
committee feels however, that the need
may not be as great as it was in prior
yvears when the military pay scale was
very low and when there were very few
good shopping facilities and food stores
in the vicinity of most bases. That pic-
ture has changed. The committee felt
that the Department of Defense should
take a new look at the commissary
structure. That does not mean that we
are asking that the commissaries be
eliminated, but that consideration be
given to having commissaries carry
more of the costs which are now berne
by the taxpayers.

Mr. PICKLE. I believe the gentleman
would understand that this action
catches many Members by surprise, be-
cause we had assumed that once the au-
thorization was in this year and without
any notice of diffieulty, that it would not
be taken out. Will this matter now go to
conference?

Mr. SIKES. This bill now goes to the
Senate and, of course, if the Senate re-
stores the commissaries, including that
of the distinguished gentleman, I assure
the gentleman that I as one member of
the subcommittee will view the matter
with an open mind. I am not prejudiced
against any of the commissaries.

Mr. PICKLE. I appreciate that very
much. It will be a harsh act to deprive
that base the funds we have been wait-
ing for during these 30 years.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, with
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respect to the Atlantic Fleet Weapons
Range and ifs activity on the property
owned and developed by the U.S. Navy
on the island of Culebra, the one cri-
terion by which this aectivity should be
judged—the one question that we should
put above all others: “Is this activity
essential to the defense requirements of
the United States?”

We cannot seek the answer to this
question from ungualified critics, self-
serving interests, inconsolable instiga-
tors, political opportunitists, and kibit-
zers from afar.

But seeking an honest answer to the
question: “Is this activity essential to
the defense of my country?” ought to
be the overriding consideration for every
patriotic American, whether he is wear-
ing the umiform of this country, whether
he has the honor and responsibility of
high public office, whether he is selling
newspapers in San Juan or real estate
from New York or beer to the white hats
in the little town of Dewey (Culebra).

Every American is expected to make
needful sacrifices for the security of his
country, certainly when it is a matter of
his convenience compared to the pre-
paredness of the forces first committed
to lay down their lives in a challenge
to our national interests.

The good citizens of Puerto Rico would
be deeply insulted—and rightly so—to
have it suggested that they would be less
willing than their fellow citizens of any
other part of these United States to bear
their share of the burden of eternal
vigilance.

Communities across the country daily
endure a much greater burden of annoy-
ance and inconvenience for the sake of
their military neighbors—without nearly
the periect record of safety which Cule-
bra can claim.

So we go back to the basic question—
disregarding for the moment even the
arguments of the dollar cost to our tax-
payers or the convenience of the naval
services—“Is this activity essential to
the defense requirements of these
United States?”

And I refer you to the testimony of
Rear Adm. A. R. Marschall, CEC, USN,
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineer-
ing Command, on page 907 of the hear-
ings on this bill—and let only those
better qualified contradict him—"Is this
range on Culebra essential?”

Admiral Marschall’s answer:

Most essential, Sir.

Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to take this op-
portunity to express my thanks to Chair-
man RoserT Sixes of the Subcommittee
on Military Construction Appropriations
and the other members of the subcom-
mittee for recommending favorable ac-
tion on the construction of a composite
medical facility at F. E. Warren Air
Force Base in Cheyenne, Wyo.

As noted in the hearing record on the
legislation, Warren’s mediecal facilities
were built in 1887 and have outlived their
usefulness as a base hospital. I heartily
agree with the subecommittee that it is
time for newer facilities to meet the new
demands of modern medical science.

I might point out that as well as serv-
ing the more than 4,400 officers, enlisted
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men, and civilians at the base, this fa-
cility will provide medical treatment to
the thousands of retired servicemen liv-
ing in the State of Wyoming. I thank
the subcommittee and its chairman for
not only the men serving at Warren but
for the people of Wyoming.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-

ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

Mr. SIKES (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered as read and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no cbjection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. BARRETT

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

(The portion of the bill to which the
amendment refers is as follows:)

MruiTary CONSTRUCTION, NAVY

For acquisition, construction, installation,
and equipment of temporary or permanent
public works, naval installations, and facil-
ities for the Navy as currently authorized in
military public works or military construc-
tion Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of
title 10, United States Code, including per-
sonnel in the Naval Facilitles Engineering
Command and other personal services neces-
sary for the purposes of this appropriation,

$#587,641,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BArRrerT: Page
2, line 12, strike the figure “'$587,641,000"
and insert in Heu thereof “$582,437,000".

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, this is
an amendment to reduce the appropria-
tions of funds for Navy construction by
the sum of $5.204 million, for the con-
struction of a building at Albany, Ga.,
which is intended to house the adminis-
trative functions of the Marine Corps
supply activity now located in Philadel-
phia, Pa.

Mr. Chairman, many of us from Penn-
sylvania have had extensive discussions
with the military—the DOD, Navy, and
Marine Corps—concerning this proposal.
We are firmly convinced that it is ill-
conceived and fotally unwarranted. Fur-
ther, it is a needless expenditure of
funds.

The Marine Corps supply aectivity
serves as the single inventory control
point for the corps in support of the
operating forces and the supporting
establishments. It is also the sole activity
providing provisioning to support the in-
troduction of all new or modified end
items of equipment and systems, eata-
loging of all items of supply including
the preparation of all Marine Corps stock
lists and central computation and valida-
tion of prepositioned war reserve require-
ments, including the forced issue in sup-
port of contingency withdrawal plans.

This proposal was first presented in
April of this year to the employees. It was
explained at that time, that the proposed
relocation would ultimately result in an
annual savings to the Federal Govern-
ment of $2.6 million—primarily through
the reduction of maintenance cost and
to a lesser degree through the reduction
of overall personnel cost. A critical
scrutiny of this proposal, and the ra-
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tionale which supports it, refutes the
reliability of these anticipated economies.

The fact sheet prepared by the Ma-
rine Corps states that there are no facili-
ties available at Albany, Ga., for this
function and the initial estimate of con-
struction is $5.2 million. It was noted
that the age of the Philadelphia build-
ings had resulted in increasing annual
maintenance costs and programmed re-
auirements of $4,924,000 were currently
identified. Thus it was argued, the con-
tinued maintenance cost and out-year
military requirements exceeded 50 per-
cent of the cost to construct a new ad-
ministrative building at Albany, Ga. In
fact, the total funds expended in fiscal
year 1972 for the maintenance and re-
pair of the present facility in Phila-
delphia was only $357,703.35. The pro-
gramed requirements of almost $5 mil-
lion are based almost exclusively on fis-
cal year 1968 estimate of the cost of com-
plete central air conditioning of the
Philadelphia complex. This plan was
never implemented since 40 percent of
the administrative areas of the com-
mand are effectively air conditioned by
individual air conditioning units. Actual
time lost in administrative shutdowns
due to excessive heat has been negligible.
Specifically a portion of the workforce
has lost a total of 5 hours over the last 6
yvears ending June of this year.

Mr. Chairman, the initial cost estimate
has been set at $5.2 million by the mili-
tary. We know what these initial esti-
mates have been in the past. They have
amounted fo the camel getting his nose
under the corner of the tent. These esti-
mates are already several years old and
we know that the costs of construction
have increased greatly in the past several
years. There is no doubt in my mind that
once they get started on this building
they will be back asking for additional
funds.

The Marine Corps has expressed con-
cern over the availability of family hous-
ing units for the marines in Philadelphia.
It should be pointed out however, that
less than 6 years ago over 800 marines
and their families were adequately
housed and there are currently less than
200 marines, eligible for housing, on-
board. I doubt that serious problems of
military housing now exist.

The Marine Corps fact sheet frequently
refers to the proposed relocation as a
“consolidation of functions.” The fact is
that the proposed move does not in any
way involve a change to the current mis-
sion of the actlvity. There is no change
or modification planned for any func-
tions now performed in Philadelphia and
thus there is no planned major modifi-
cation to the number and type of occupa-
tional specialists who now accomplish
the assigned mission. This in itself is
significant. An inventory control point
is responsible to perform a variety of
duties in the management of equipment.
Most of these responsibilities require a
professional expertise greater than that
of a purely eclerical nature. The Marine
Corps inventory control point is unique
in that it manages all commodity areas;
electronic, missile, automotive, engineer,
ordnance, general property and clothing.
Highly qualified technical people are re-
quired to analyze the design of a radar
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system or truck or refrigerator or missile
to determine which repair parts should
be acquired and the proper quantities for
continued support. Technical people are
required to analyze engineering drawings
for these repair parts in order to properly
catalog them. These are but a few of the
functions performed by the center. The
opinion of those who have visited Albany,
Ga., on other business for the Marine
Corps, there is a warehouse located there,
is generally that the area will not provide
for a future labor market of the type
required. In fact, inquiry has disclosed
that there are currently considerable va-
cancies at Albany for technical positions
which they have not been able to fill from
the local labor market.

Mr. Chairman, technically capable peo-
ple are vital to the function of this mili-
tary facility. The Marine Corps itself
states that out of the present 1034 civil-
ian positions in Philadelphia only 184 are
to be abolished by the proposed move to
Georgia and these are fringe jobs not
related to the basic function of the in-
ventory control operation.

They propose to move 984 positions.
The Corps itself estimates that of this
number from 250 to 350 personnel are
expected to relocate. The employee group
indicates that this is an optimistically
high figure. The large minority comple-
ment in Philadelphia will probably not
relocate because of area and the higher
housing costs compared to their present
situation.

It has been admitted that the present
Albany, Ga., labor market is unable to
supply the needed personnel to fill tech-
nical positions presently vacant in the
area. The Marine Corps is unable to re-
spond to the question and problem which
would result if this move takes place—
namely, where would the technical per-
sonnel come from?

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I submit
that this proposal by the Marine Corps
is not a consolidation in any sense of
the word and will not save the taxpayers
any money. It is a relocation which may
well jeopardize the efficient operation
and functioning of this activity and will
surely cost the taxpayers of this country
additional dollars in taxes.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Marine Corps plan
to move the supply activity now located
in Philadelphia to Albany is an ill-con-
ceived, poorly planned operation.

I believe the decision was made simply
to show some activity on the part of the
Marine Corps in response to public de-
mands for a reduction in military spend-
ing. It is also my opinion that the cost-
savings figures presented in support of
this plan do not represent the true cost
to the taxpayers of this project.

The Marine Corps states that it will
have to construct a completely new fa-
cility in Albany, Ga., for $5.2 million. It
justifies this expense by stating that the
annual maintenance and programed re-
quirements of the present facility in
Philadelphia are $4.9 million.

However, the fact is that in the last
fiscal year the maintenance and repair
costs to the Philadelphia plant were only
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$375,703. The remaining $4.55 million
would be for the proposed air-condition-
ing of the entire facility which was first
suggested in 1968. This plan was never
implemented and 40 percent of the areas
which should be air-conditioned are al-
ready serviced by individual air-condi-
tioning units and estimates for taking
care of the remaining areas are con-
siderably lower than the original $4.9
million.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, the Ma-
rine Corps has not figured into its cost
projections the effect of this move on
the economy of the city of Philadelphia
and the surrounding suburbs.

The loss in much needed revenue to
our public transportation system which
serves the Marine facility will eventually
have to be made up by other Federal
agencies along with the reduction in
payments to our school systems now
made through impacted aid grants.

As I said before, this is an ill-con-
ceived, poorly planned decision and I
urge my colleagues to support Congress-
man BARReTT's amendment to strike
funds for this project from the military
appropriations bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard some-
thing here today about saving money,
and I can tell the Members that one of
the best ways by which we can save $5.2
million plus is to adopt the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. BARRETT).

The Marine Corps supply activity is
located at Broad and Washington
Streets in Philadelphia. It is in no part
of my district. However, I visited there,
and they have substantial buildings,
with a very low maintenance cost. I
do not understand why they want to air-
condition parts of the building in which
only uniforms and things of that nature
will be stored. The fact of the matter is
that the building is now 40 percent air-
conditioned.

Now, as far as the Broad and Wash-
ington Street location is concerned, the
railroads run right into the Marine
Corps supply activity, the truck ter-
minals are right there, and 14 blocks
away there is the Delaware River, one
of the biggest ports in the country. So
if the Marine Corps wants to ship any-
thing any place in the world, they can.

Mr. Chairman, the irony of this whole
thing is that just about 12 blocks away
from this spot there is the Tunn Tavern,
where it is reported the Marine Corps
was founded. And now, after spending
substantial sums of money on modern-
izing these buildings in Philadelphia,
they want to turn around and spend $5.2
million some place else for new buildings.

I can tell the Members that this $5.2
million figure was developed almost a
yvear ago, and since that time building
expenses have increased by some 30 per-
cent. So if we want to save some money,
without taking anything away from any-
body, and keeping an installation in a
very strategic location where all forms
of transportation are readily available to
it, we should adopt the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
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vania (Mr. Barrerr) and keep the
Marine Corps supply activity in Phila-
delphia.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, first let me state that
I rise reluctantly to oppese the amend-
ment of my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Bag-
RETT is a distinguished and able Mem-
ber, a very kindly gentleman, and a
warm personal friend. I know that this
is a maitter of great concern to him. I
applaud him for the zeal with which
he fights for the interests of his own
district.

Now I must give to the House the
justification submitted by the Depart-
ment of the Navy in support of the pro-
posed transfer of supply activities from
Philadelphia to Albany, Ga. The subcom-
mittee went carefully and fully inte the
proposal, It is the Navy’s position that
by this move the Marine Corps will be
able to effect significant personnel
strength reductions and cost savings.

By this move the Marine Corps will
reduce 184 civilian and 50 military per-
sonnel commencing in fiseal year 1976,
when the move will take place, the Gov-
ernment will experience $1.2 million in
savings because of these personnel cuts.
Thereafter the annual personnel savings
will amount to $2.6 million each year.

Mr. Chairman, the old Marine Corps
facility in Philadelphia consists of build-
ings which date back to 1908, which were
not designed for their present use and
needs. By this transfer we shall avoid $4.9
million in improvement costs which are
absolutely necessary to the Philadelphia
installation.

The committee supports the move for
these reasons:

Colocation of the inventory comtrol
and data processing installations and the
materiel which is at Albany.

The naval air station at Albany is
closing at the end of this year. We can
use facilities and quarters there for the
incoming people. The individual marine
ecan live on post, not subsist out on the
Philadelphia community as he must now.

There is a very large and relatively new
faeility now in existence in Albany. This
is a proposal to consolidate a small fa-
cility with a larger one. Consolidation of
the two facilities is realistic. Albany can
accommodate the move. The Navy asks
for one administration building to be
constructed at Albany which costs $5.2
million.

I urge the amendment of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania be defeated.

Mr. BARRETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, SIKES. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT. I would like to peint
out to the gentleman that we have given
Jong study to this relocation with the De-
partment of Defense, the Navy, and the
Marine Corps and have searched out
every possible facet as to its maintenance
and durability. The gentleman spoke
very kindly about the need of substantial
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maintenance in another 2 years. I would
like to inform the gentleman that there
will be no need of substantial mainte-
nance to the Marine Corps building in
Philadelphia for the next 15 or 20 years.
It is a very fine structure; the exterior
and interior architecture are comparable
to that of any building. I just cannot see
why the Government wants to spend $5.2
million at this time when we are clamor-
ing for economy.

Mr. SIKES. If I may respond, this
building was constructed in 1908 and
Navy witnesses said that substantial ren-
ovation will be required if it will con-
tinue to be used. I am giving you the in-
formation that was given to my commit-
tee in support of the move. They estimate
these costs would be more than $4 mil-
lion, which is very close to the cost of the
new facility at Albany. I am sure their
analysis of the cost was made carefully
and that they are considered accurate.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it alse gives me a great
deal of pain to rise in oppesition to the
amendment offered by my friend from
Philadelphia, who is an eloquent spokes-
man for his district and State, but the
facts outlined by the distinguished chair-
man of the subeommittee speak for
themselves.

There will be substantial savings ef-
fected by this move from Philadelphia to
Albany, Ga. The chairman touched on
those very briefly and effectively, I think.

The chairman mentions and I think I
should emphasize that there are at the
present time 630 Capehart housing units
that are among the best available any-
where which will be available immedi-
ately for the military people being trans-
ferred to Albany, Ga.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I will be de-
lighted to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I would
state to the gentleman from Georgia
that we have made a very, very thorough
check on this, and our findings indicate
to us that they do not have the person-
nel involved who would be capable of
performing the services comparable to
what they have been doing here in Phil-
adelphia for the last close to 150 years.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. May I say to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, with
all due respect, that I think if the gen-
tleman would check that he would cer-
tainly find personnel in Georgia who are
just as eapable as personnel in Philadel-
phia, Pa.

I do not want to boil this down to a
fight between districts, because I have
too much respect for my friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Let me also say to my friend that I am
losing & military installation in my dis-
trict in Albany, Ga., which is being im-
plemented, and I may say that this gives
me a great deal of pain to lose that fa-
cility because there are a number of mili-
tary personnel involved in it. But I must
say that the bulk of the aectivities are
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being transferred to Key West, and I
do not feel that it is my responsibility
to raise an issue, or to try to block the
move of the Navy from Albany, Ga., to
Key West.

So, as I say, I do not want to break this
down as to an issue concerning the ca-
pabilities of the workers in Georgia ver-
sus the workers in Pennsylvania.

I simply think that the committee has
done its homework, the Marine Corps
has done its homework, and I would urge
the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield further, I am sure
the gentleman from Georgia would cer-
tainly defend the relocation of an instal-
lation where there was going to be a sav-
ings to the taxpayers of $5.2 million. I
believe that the gentleman from Georgia
is a good Congressman, and I have great
respect for the gentleman, but where the
gentleman could save $5 million the gen-
tleman would do if. And I am quite sure
we can save the taxpayers $5.2 million.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I would say
to the distinguished gentleman from
Philadelphia that we have been told that
we are going to effect a savings of $2.6
million annually based solely on the per-
sonnel, and it would not take very long
at annual savings of $2.6 million to make
up the $5.2 million of new construction
authorization,

Again I urge defeat of the amendment.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to call to the attention of the
chairman of the subcommittee that the
gentleman has been furnished erroneous
information by the Navy. In a similar
move we were told it would cost $28 mil-
lion, and when we informed them they
left out $6 million, they promptly re-
duced the cost to $20.1 million. Anyone
knows that one cannot build a building
for $5.2 million and at the same time
save $2.6 million on personnel.

It is quite true that this building was
built in 1908, but the Members should
see the construction of that building, the
all masonry construction. It was built
to last for at least 100 years, and substan-
tial sums have already been spent in the
renovation of this building in Philadel-
phia.

As far as savings are concerned, they
are entirely fictitious, because they are
not going to save $2.6 million in salaries
over this period of time. In fact, with the
enlisted personnel that we have there it
would not permit anywhere near a sav-
ings of $2.6 million.

The gentleman has given us the Navy
case. I must say to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Sixes) that we questioned the Navy, and
they have not been able to substantiate
their figures. And in the other similar
move which I previously mentioned, they
came down $8 million when they should
have been going up $6 million.

So, all that I can say is that if we want
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to save money and use what we have al-
ready now in the facility, that is being
used very, very efficiently, then do not
waste the money on building new build-
ings some place else, even if you want to
build them in my own distriet in Penn-
sylvania, which is not Philadelphia.

Let us use what we have now and let
us stop throwing our money away on
military programs where it can be used
more helpfully in other ways by the mili-
tary or by other agencies.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr., Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I share the respect
that the chairman of the committee
indicated for the gentleman from
Philadelphia and those who are in-
terested in the Philadelphia installa-
tion. I should just like to say that the
reason our subcommittee and our full
committee made this proposal was to
save money, to consolidate facilities, to
improve working and living conditions,
and to permit better management of the
Marine Supply Services. We were trying
to consolidate facilities wherever we
could and to do it in the most efficient
manner, We were told that the renova-
tion cnd modernization at Philadelphia
was simply not economical or practical.
At least, that was the information given
to us. We were told that this inventory
control function would be more effective
and less costly at Albany. There are exist-
ing data processing and other supporting
functions there that are necessary to the
materiel and supply functions and which
will allow considerable reductions in
overhead costs.

We were only trying to save money
and improve the services.

Mr, GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. As a compromise, why
not move the installation out to Iowa?
We do not have any military installa-
tions and we will not feed them grits
and fat pork.

Mr. TALCOTT. I think the gentleman
from Iowa may have a good idea.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

In answer to the question that was
asked about the necessary personnel,
when the new Clinton Industries Ship-
yards were being built in Mississippi or
Louisiana—whichever they were—where
do the Members think they were recruit-
ing their personnel? At the Philadelphia
Naval Shipyard, at the Sun Shipbuild-
ing Co., and in the areas around Phila-
delphia. We have those highly skilled
personnel there right now. Let us keep
them there, and let us save at least $8
million by adopting this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARRETT).
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The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. BarreTT) there
were—ayes 21, noes 54.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my request
for a recorded vote and I make the point
of order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count,

One hundred eight Members are pres-
ent, a quorum.

Mr, BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, surely
I can make a request for a recorded vote
again.

Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded
vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment wes rejected.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, I rise to ask the chair-
man of the subcommittee a question or
two concerning this bill. On the face of
it, it appears to call for $2,609,000,000
which is an increase of approximately
$286 million over expenditures for mili-
tary construction in 1973, the last fiscal
yvear. What precisely causes this increase
over last year, this increase of $286
million?

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, a great deal
of the additional cost of this bill is the
result of increased family housing operat-
ing and mainfenance costs and addi-
tional costs of construction. Inflation has
entered very strongly into all the con-
struction programs. Then there are
several new programs such as Trident for
which construction funds are provided
in the amount of $112 million and
an increase of $130 million for Army
bachelor gquarters which amount for
the rest of the increase. We feel that
the increase over last year is a modest
one.

I think what is of the greatest signifi-
cance is that this bill as a result of the
action of the authorizing committees and
the House Appropriation Committees is
cut $335 million below the total request
of $2,944 million. That is a very signifi-
cant reduction and I believe it is all that
can be cut.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman give
us a figure as to the added cost of this
bill in terms of the devaluation of the
dollar?

Mr. SIKES. I think the gentleman can
figure that as well as I can but it has
had its effect and of course it means
everything is costing more.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that but I
just wondered how much more was added
to this bill by virtue of devaluation.

Mr. SIKES. With the exception of two
or three small items added in the au-
thorizing bill, no funds were added to
the bill by the committee as a result of
devaluation.

Mr. GROSS. It is mentioned in the
report on the bill that devaluation has
added to the cost.
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Mr. SIKES. Devaluation has.

Mr. GROSS. But there is no figure
given,

Mr. SIKES. Devaluation has added to
the cost but no substantial amount of
money was added because of that.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr, BUREKE of Massachusetts. I might
point out to the gentle man from Iowa
he should ask where are the savings that
were made as a result of all those clos-
ings in Massachusetts and Rhode Is-
land? They were cited as saving hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in their
claims, but in looking over the budget
for the next year I see they are coming
in and asking for millions of dollars more
for housing down in Norfolk that they
have to build to provide housing for per-
sonnel. Every time they close an instal-
lation the cost goes up.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has raised
an excellent question. I fail to see any-
where any result by way of savings from
the closings of bases and other installa-
tions.

Mr. SIKES. If the gentleman will yield
further, I will again call to his attention
figures which were used in my discussion
earlier, in which I did discuss the base
closure picture and the amount of sav-
ings which the Government anticipates
will result. It is anticipated that the sav-
ings will be $3.5 bililon over the next 10
years. These actions would result in the
elimination of 42,800 military and civil-
ian positions.

Obviously, there is not going to be a
great deal of savings in the first year.
This is the first year. It may even cost
more in the first year because of the re-
location of personnel and the cost of
closing bases. But, in the next 10 years
the Department will save $3.5 billion.

Mr. GROSS. Apparently inflation is
feeding on itself, as evidenced by this
bill. If inflation continues I would hesi-
tate to predict whether there would be
any savings on the closing of these bases
in the next 10 years.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move that
the Committee do now rise and report
the bill back to the House, with the rec-
ommendation that the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. ANNUNzIO, chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R, 11459) making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House, with the recommendation
that the bill do pass.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gggrossl ment and third reading of the
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the

third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
Mr. SCHERLE., Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a guorum is not present.
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 366, nays 29,
not voting 38, as follows:

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester

Breaux
Brecklinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chappell
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan

[Roll No. 585]

YEAS—366

Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diges
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

v
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.

Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Prenzel
Frey
Froehlich

ton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gllman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan .
Holifleld
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, OKla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eazen
Kemp
Ketchum
King

Eoch
Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Malilliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.

Melcher

Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy,
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Regula

Eadillo

Barrett
Bingham
Chisholm

Clay

Conyers
Drinan
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Green, Pa.

Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Beiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,
J. Willlam
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Arlz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton

NAYS—29

Gross
Harrington
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Holtzman
Kastenmeijer
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley

Nix

Rangel

Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
‘Whalen
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
‘Wilson, Bob

Wydler
Wrylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, IH.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Sebelius
Skubitz

Stark

Studds

Symms
Thompson, N.J.
Waldie

Young, Ga.
Zwach

NOT VOTING—38

Abzug
Anderson, T11.
Blackburn
Blatnik

Burke, Calif.
Chamberlain
Clancy
Collins, I11.
Davis, Wis.
Dellums

Dingell
Frase

Rooney, N.Y,
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
5t Germain
Schroeder
Spence
Stuckey
Teague, Tex.
Tiernan
Udall
Waggonner
Young, 85.C.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Stuckey.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Young of South Caro-
lina.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr, Davis of Wis-
consin.

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Brown of Ohilo.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr, Mills of Arkansas with Mr. O'Brien.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Reid.

Mr. Dellums with Ms. Abzug.

Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Rosen-
thal.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Patman.

Mrs. Schroeder with Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Hunt with Mr. Chamberlain.

Mr. Spence with Mr. Clancy.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr, Harvey.
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Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr, Eeating.
Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Latta.
Mr. Roberts with Mr, Udall.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

NUTRITION FOR THE ELDERLY

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, on
September 26, together with the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PepPPER) introduced H.R. 10551, a bill to
extend the nutrition program for the
Elderly Act for 3 years.

Evidence of the overwhelming bipar-
tisan support enjoyed by this program,
Mr. Speaker, is that since that date 137
Members of the House, on both sides of
the aisle, have joined the gentleman
from Florida and me in cosponsoring
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the nutrition program
for the elderly began as a demonstration
program under the Older Americans Act
of 1965, and last year it evolved into an
ongoing service when Congress over-
whelmingly approved the nutrition pro-
gram for the Elderly Act as a separate
title of the Older Americans Act.

Because of several presidential vetoes
of Labor-HEW appropriations  bill,
which included funds for the nutrition
program, the act is only now beginning
to be implemented.

But the program, Mr. Speaker, isnot a
partisan issue. For Congress has demon-
strated its support for the nutrition pro-
gram by appropriating funds for it, and
the President, as well, has evidenced his
backing by requesting $100 million to
implement nutrition programs across
the land.

Mr, Speaker, when this program is
fully implemented, nutrition centers
will be able to provide one hot, nutritious
meal a day, 5 days a week, for thousands
of Americans aged 60 and over in every
State.

And the meals can be served not only
in community centers, such as schools
and churches, but also directly in the
homes of elderly shut-ins.

Mr. Speaker, the bill, HR. 10551,
which Mr. Pepper and I have introduced,
would authorize $150 million for 1975,
and $175 million and $200 million, respec-
tively, for 1976 and 1977.

Surely, Mr. Speaker, we can afford
these modest increases in this program
which is, even now, assisting the elderly
poor, who, living on fixed incomes, are
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now the victims of the worst inflation in
a generation. ;

MTr. Speaker, just 2 days after the gen-
tleman from Florida and I introduced
this bill, an excellent article, which co-
gently describes the problems faced by
older citizens experiencing higher prices
for food, appeared in the Chicago Sun-
Times.

And the article, “Inflation Means
Hunger to the Forgotten Elderly,” de-
scribes the plight of 65-year-old Asmund
Bodin, who must pay $85 a month for his
hotel room and $6.30 for medicaid, out of
his $107 monthly social security check.

Says the article:

The rising food prices mean he does not
eat enough; he skips meals. “It's a bad
thing” he says. “I eat a can of this, a can of
that. I keep margarine, tea and bread in my
room, and I make toast on a hot plate.”

But, Mr. Speaker, the article goes on to
quote Florence A. Smith, a nutrition
specialist, who said at a recent confer-
ence:

When anyone decreases his food intake to
tea and toast, he literally commits himself
to the cruelest method of biological destrue-
tion.

Last month, Mr. Speaker, Asmund
Bodin enjoyed, for the first time in
months, a meal of roast beef, salad, green
beans, and fruit, at a nutrition center on
north Michigan Avenue in Chicago—a
center funded under the provisions of
the nutrition program for the Elderly
Act.

The center, one of 35 such sites spon-
sored by Mayor Richard J. Daley’s of-
fice for senior citizens, offers nutritious
meals at a cost of from 45 cents to 90
cents depending upon the person’s in-
come.

Mr. Speaker, the article I have cited
goes on to document other shocking in-
stances of our society’s neglect of the
elderly.

I was, in particular, touched by the de-
scription of 63-year John Leske, who can
no longer work as a painter because of a
disability.

Said Mr. Leske at the nutrition center:

I don't eat much anymore. I can't afford
it. I lost 25 pounds this summer, I just go to
sleep sometimes instead of eating. ...

Mr. Speaker, quite apart from the nu-
tritional good which comes from this
program, there are, of course, other bene-
fits, some difficult to measure.

I speak, of course, of the improved
health of the elderly, as well as the op-
portunity such programs provide for
older people to have a chance to meet
and chat with others of their generation,
who share their interests.

Mr. Speaker, because I believe that all
of my colleagues will be interested in the
article to which I have alluded, I ask
unanimous consent to insert it at this
point in the REcorbp.

InrrAaTION MEANS HUNGER TO THE FORGOTTEN
ELDERLY

The 1970 census listed 516,000 persons lly=
ing in Chicago 60 years of age and older—
15 per cent of the clty’s population. With
most of them In retirement on small, fixed
ir from p ! pl , Soclal Security
and other annuities, infiation has been par-
ticularly difficult, in many cases devastating.
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Three elderly women are enjoying the sun
on a bench in Margate Park on the North
Side. “I get by,” says one. "I have $111 a
month from Social Security and I pay $33.25
a month rent, We have learned to tighten
our belts. We shop for food very strictly. I
buy hamburger mostly and a lot of beans.”

In a recent speech to a conference of the
National Council on Aging, Sen. Charles H.
Percy (R-Ill.) sald, “The emphasis In this
country 1s still placed on youth. Or perhaps
I should say, ‘still misplaced."*

There are 20 million elderly persons in the
United States; by the year 2000, there will be
33 million. The percentage will rise also. To-
day, 1 out of 10 Americans is over 65; by the
year 2000, it will be 1 in 9.

Asmund Bodin is 65 years old. He lives in
a hotel at 516 N. Clark. From his $107 monthly
Soclal Security check, $B5 goes for rent
and $6.30 is taken out for Medicaid. The ris-
ing food prices mean he does not eat enough;
he skips meals.

“It's a bad thing,” he says. “I eat a can of
this, a can of that. I keep margarine, tea and
bread in my room, and I make toast on a hot
plate.”

Florence A. Smith, a federal nutrition spe-
clalist, sald at the recent conference on
aging: “When anyone decreases his food in-
take to tea and toast, he literally commits
himself to the cruelest method of biological
destruction.”

On Thursday Asmund Bodin was enjoying
a meal of roast, salad, green beans and fruit
at a nutrition center at 209 N. Michigan that
is one of 356 such sites sponsored by the
Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens.

Depending on a person’s income, the meals
cost from 45 to 80 cents. The nutrition cen-
ters serve 15,000 meals a month under fed-
eral and city funding. Any Chicago resident
over 60 may eat at any of the centers, most
of which are located In churches, YMCAs,
schools and Chlcago Housing Authority
buildings. In November, the centers are to
begin providing a meal a day for five days
each week.

Not all those who use the service are in
severe financial straits but all are affected by
the financial squeeze that inflation causes.

A white-haired T4-year-old schoolteacher,

still agile and with bright blue eyes, says she
tries to eat balanced meals but that it is not
easy.
“It's bad,"” she said. “If things keep up this
way, old people won't be able to eat by next
year. I'm partial to fruits, but even half a
cantaloupe costs 28 cents, It's no joke to be
old.”

“I like a fried egg now and then,” Bodin
sald. “But I haven't had eggs for quite a long
time. I have a friend who works in the Loop.
He gives me some cheese sometimes.”

Jerome Fredericks, 68, lives alone on $130
& month from Social Security and pays $45
a month rent. “I'm ashamed to say the ad-
dress,” he sald. His address is on W, Madison.
He gets his clothes from the Salvation Army
and has a hot plate in his room where he
cooks soup and pork and beans,

John Leske is 63 and can no longer work
as a painter because of a disability, "I don't
eat much anymore,” he said. “I can’'t afford
it. I lost 25 pounds this summer. I just go
to sleep sometimes instead of eating, and I
snitch a meal whenever I can.

“Enow where I ate yesterday? A guy here
told me to come with him to a church. They
took us to a real high-class restaurant. We
went first to the basement of the church.
They never asked us anything. At the res-
taurant, they had real good soup, meat loaf,
vegetables, potatoes, bread and butter. We
even got a second cup of coffee. I went back
to the church to thank them, but the door
was locked.”

In his speech to the aging conference, Percy
sald, “In the 1960s we built new colleges
and classrooms for the young people from the
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‘baby-boom’ of World War II. We poured fed-
eral monies into massive social programs to
improve their lives.

“Indeed, the whole structure of American
life was changed to accommodate them., We
are left now, as they grow into adulthood
with more than enough facilities for the
young and not enough for the old.”

One of the three elderly women on the
bench in Margate Park says, “Maybe the
government will begin paying more attention
to the old people, but that will take time.
What is the answer now?"

CASE OF MILIA LAZAREVICH
FELZENSHTEIN

(Mr. COUGHIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, during
the course of this vigil on behalf of the
Mills-Vanik amendment, it has been
stressed that freedom of emigration is
a universal human right which the So-
viet Union endorses in principle but
ignores in practice.

It is especially disconcerting to me
that Soviet officials have distorted and
acted capriciously in interpreting their
policy regarding the reunion of families.
On October 3, 1966, at a Paris press con-
ference, Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin
declared that “if any families which
come together or wish to leave the So-
viet Union, for them the road is open,
and no problem exists here.

However, this has not been the case in
fact. In December 1972, Milia Felzen-
shtein, a World War II hero from the
city of Kharkov, and his family applied
for permits to emigrate to Israel, ex-
pressing a desire to be reunited with
Milia’s father and sister. He was certain
that this request qualified under the re-
union of families policy. Furthermore,
since Felzenshtein is a pensioner, his
wife and daughter are minor bank em-
ployees, and his son a mere schoolboy, he
did not anticipate that his family's ap-
plications would present any problems.

But EKharkov OVIR, the passport
office, rejected the application on two
grounds: first, Felzenshtein’s father and
sister were not considered to be members
of his family. Second, as a hero of the
Soviet Union, a title of honor conferred
by the Soviet Government, Felzenshtein
was told that his emigration to Israel
was considered undesirable.

Appealing to Premier Kosygin for a
reconsideration of his application, Milia
argued for the fundamental right of hu-
man beings to emigrate and pointed out
that he and his family were being penal-
ized for his heroic deeds on the battle-
field in World War II.

Mr. Speaker, the plight of the Felzen-
shtein family is not unique. Last year I
was able to speak by telephone with a
Jewish woman living in Moscow who,
along with her husband and two chil-
dren, was aftempting to emigrate to
Israel. She related to me the many hard-
ships, including the loss of her job and
her husband’s, which they encountered
following their application for permis-
sion to leave the country. She stressed
that their misfortune was not an isolated
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example of Soviet harassment but rather
one of many similar cases.

The time has come for Soviet leaders
to revise their stand on emigration. It is
time for Congress to pass the Mills-
Vanik amendment.

THE NUECES RIVER PROJECT

(Mr. pE LA GARZA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, last
week the Water and Power Resources
Subcommittee of the House Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs held a
hearing in my district, the 15th Con-
gressional District of Texas, on a project
of immense importance to a large south
Texas area. This is the Nueces River
project, and the hearing was held at
Three Rivers near the site of the Choke
Canyon Dam and Reservoir.

The hearing was conducted by the
Honorable Brzz Jomnson, chairman of
the subcommittee. Also participating was
the Honorable KeiTH SEBELIUS, & mem-
ber of the subcommittee. My friend, the
Honorable JouN Young, although not a
member of the panel, was very actively
present, his district being included in
the area that will benefit from this tre-
mendous water development project. The
subcommittee’s able staff members con-
tributed greatly to the success of the
hearing.

As host Congressman, I was privileged
to welcome my colleagues. I insert as
part of my remarks what I said on this
auspicious oceasion:

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the people of
the 15th Congressional District, I welcome
you to South Texas.

I hope and believe you have already been
made to feel welcome at the reception ar-
ranged in your honor last night in Corpus
Christi by my friend and colleague, John
Young, and the people of that city.

I trust the overflow attendance of inter-
ested and concerned citizens will assure you
that Three Rivers and the surrounding area
welcome you here. This is truly a spiendid
turnout.

We owe special thanks to the Honorable
John Bright, mayor of Three Rivers, for mak-
ing arrangements for this session. The Three
Rivers Independent School District has co-
operated one hundred percent and to those
responsible we are deeply grateful.

My colleague, I will tell you that the re-
ception accorded you since you arrived in
South Texas is typical of the kind of hos-
pitality our people extend to visitors from
other less fortunate reglons.

We're delighted that you are here. We
hope you enjoy every minute of your stay.
We cordially invite you to come again.

THE NEED TO PROHIBIT MASS
TRANSIT FARE INCREASES

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, with the
energy crisis upon us, it seems to me it is
now more essential than ever before that
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we provide operating subsidies for mass
transit and that we bar mass transit fare
increases across the country. We all
know that public transportation con-
sumes far less fuel than the private au-
tomobile per passenger mile, And so, in
a time of an energy crisis, it is impera-
tive that we encourage more people to
ride public transportation and leave
their automobiles at home.

Unfortunately, the effect of today’s
economic pressures is to send fares up.
And with every fare increase, transit
ridership declines with a consequent in-
crease in automobile usage.

Therefore, I am introducing a joint
resolution with our colleague from
New York (Mr. Brasco) to prohibit any
transit company from increasing its fare
beyond the level existing today. This
freeze on fares would be effective for 2
years during which time the bill would
provide $400 million annually in mass
transit operating assistance in the same
manner as provided by H.R. 6452, passed
by the House on October 3. Thus, while
freezing transit fares, the Federal Gov-
ernment would recognize its responsibil-
ity in helping to make up the deficits
that would be incurred as a result of the
fare freeze in the face of concomitant
increases in operating costs. At the same
time, the bill includes the original objec-
tives of H.R. 6452—and that is to utilize
these Federal funds to encourage local
transit systems to improve their service
and attract more passengers to their sys-
tems, objectives that certainly are con-
sistent with energy conserving efforts
now underway in other public sectors;
thus, the resolution I am introducing to-
day would require that localities provide
a comprehensive service improvement
program before receiving Federal aid.
The resolution also provides the guide-
lines established in H.R. 6452 for the
distribution of aid. The distribution
formula is based on three factors given
equal weight: population of the area
served, revenue passengers carried by a
system, and the vehicle miles in the sys-
tem.

Mr. Speaker, to date President Nixon
has opposed Federal assistance to assist
transit systems in meeting the everyday
costs of operating their buses, subways,
and commuter railroads. He has done so
even though a report made by the De-
partment of Transportation in 1971 ac-
knowledged that the farebox can no
longer finance all transit operating costs
if fares are to be maintained at a reason-
able level. With the evolution of first the
pollution crisis and now the energy crisis,
coupled with the continual mobility
problems of our cities, the importance to
all members of the public of having effi-
cient and highly utilized mass transit is
amplified. If more people ride mass tran-
sit, more fuel will be available for other
uses; if pollution is reduced because of a
decrease in automobile traffic, a health-
ier environment will be provided for all
of us; and if there are fewer cars on the
road, traveling for those who have no
choice but to use private automobiles will
be easier and quicker.

In October 1972 the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness issued a report en-
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titled “The Potential for Energy Con-
servation.” One of the recommendations
in this report was that the country seek
to “stimulate the development of suffi-
ciently fast, safe, inexpensive, comfort-
able, convenient, and reliable mass tran-
sit systems to draw passengers away from
automobiles and airplanes—short trips
in particular.” In making this recom-
mendation the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness went on to make the following
pertinent points:

The program of subsidies, tax incentives
and regulatory standards designed to accom-
plish this must take into account tradeoffs
between energy consumption and attributes

such as speed and service on which demand
will depend.

The President is imposing a number of
limitations on fuel usage. Increasing
transit use is an obvious means of fuel
conservation and one that does not re-
quire the bureaucratic—and often in-
effective—redtape of federally imposed
controls on consumption.

The need to make the most efficient use
of our energy resources is apparent. In
addition, the fuel shortage is a national
problem and so we cannot expect locali-
ties alone to bear the burden of main-
taining—and ideally lowering—transit
fares.

I recommend the resolution to our col-
leagues and I urge the President to incor-
porate a freeze on transit fares coupled
with Federal mass transit operating as-
sistance in his plans for energy conserva-
tion.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION AT THE
CROSSROADS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maine (Mr. CoHEN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing today legislation to amend title
VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 to extend, im-
prove, and expand programs of bilingual
education, teacher training, and child
development.

The right of a non-English-speaking
child to a meaningful education is cur-
rently an issue with which all three
branches of the Government are con-
cerned. Recently, the Office of Education
held hearings on new rules and regula-
tions it was proposing to the Bilingual
Education Act, title VIII ESEA. In the
Congress, the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor continues its markup
sessions to extend and amend ESEA, and
the Senate Subcommittee on Education
has completed hearings on two bilingual
education bills introduced by Senators
CranstoN, KENNEDY, and MonToYA. Fi-
nally, the U.S. Supreme Court is sched-
uled this term to hear the case of Lau
against Nichols, which will decide wheth-
er non-English-speaking children have
the constitutional right to special help
enabling them to gain an equal educa-
tional opportunity. Certainly, we can as-
sume that there would not be such a con-
certed effort within the Federal Govern=-
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ment to find ways to better our treatment
of the non-English-speaking or bilingual
child, if this was not also an issue of
national promirence in the minds of the
American public itself.

When the Bilingual Education Act ex-
. pires next year, we will clearly be at a
crossroads. Critical decisions must be
made about the scope of the program and
the goals it should embrace. On the first
point, continuing and expanding the size
of the program is, in my opinion, impera-
tive. Fortunately, our decisions need not
be made in a void. In the areas where bi-
lingual programs have been established,
the results have been very good. However,
there is still an enormous gap befween
what we are doing and what we need fo
do. While over 5 million children in this
country are in need of bilingual educa-
tion, only 147,000 will be reached this
year. We profess to believe in the avail-
ability of an equal educational opportu-
nity for everyone. Yet, for all our ideal-
istic rhetoric, the remaining 4,853,000
children are still denied that opportunity.
If a child is provided with the same fa-
cilities, textbooks, teachers, and curric-
ulum as other children, but that child
cannot understand the medium in which
the material is taught, he is effectively
excluded from the educational process.
Though such action by a school appears
neutral on its face, it constitutes a case
of fundamental discrimination.

What does this men in actual fact?
In my State, it is estimated that 21 per-
cent of all elementary and secondary
pupils are familiar with French; yet in
one area surveyed, where the concentra-
tion of pupils who speak French is 96
percent, only 2 percent ever enter college.
In the State as a whole, 51 percent go to
college. Results from a 3-year survey at
one school show the dropout rate among
Franco-Americans is 12 percent higher
than the national average.

Furthermore, some 500 children of the
State’s Passamaquoddy Indian tribe
speak a dialect of the Algonguin language
at home, and learn English as a second
language only when they enter school.
Tests indicate that by the time these
children reach secondary school one-
third of them are two grade levels behind
other children their age. No wonder in-
terest in formal education wanes. This
is expressly exemplified by one of the
Passamaquoddy schools where 27 per-
cent of the children were absent at least
77 days during 1 academic year. I know
many of my colleagues could cite similar
examples from their own States.

We have an obligation to make good
on the promise of equal education to all
schoolchildren, and a strengthened bi-
lingual education program is a vital ele-
ment in achieving that goal. I believe
that passage of several of my amend-
ments will move us in this direction.

First, a most serious discovery we are
making is that we do not have the teach-
ers, or even the teacher-training pro-
grams, to handle a program of the mag-
nitude of bilingual education. The Office
of Education has found in a study of 76
of its own programs that some or all of
the teachers involved were not ade-

quately prepared to teach bilingual pro-
grams. In my own State, the lack of ade-

quate staff has had the effect of closing
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down one project. Since I feel that a
quality teacher is & program’s most im-
portant feature, the amendment I offer
today will begin to provide more realis-
tically for the teacher need. It earmarks
one-third of all bilingual appropriations
in excess of $35 million for teacher train-
ing programs in order to produce a core
of experienced and qualified bilingual
professionals and paraprofessionals.

Second, the amendments initiate an
incentive program for State supervision
of bilingual programs. To encourage the
States to assume an authority over the
bilingual programs which will continue
after Federal sponsorship has ended, an
additional 5 percent of the aggregate
amount the Federal Government is pay-
ing to the local educational agencies for
bilingual education would be provided at
the State level.

Although State and local governments
are encouraged to assist in funding
bilingual projects, there has been no
mateching requirement with the Federal
Government. Consequently many pro-
grams have failed after the initial 5
yvears of the program because no State
commitment has been developed for con-
tinuation.

Only 11 States now have any form of
bilingual education plans and only 4
are making use of them: Texas, New
Mexico, California, and Massachusetts.
Massachusetts has gone farther than
any State by requiring every district with
more than 20 non-English-speaking stu-
dents to provide them with a bilingual
education. Unless the Federal Govern-
ment plans to continually subsidize these
projects, which is not the intent of Con-
gress, the States must be motivated to
develop bilingual programs of their own.

Third, my bill apgrades the adminis-
trative structure for the bilingual educa-
tion program within the Office of Educa-
tion of establishing a Bureau of Bi-
lingual Education. I feel the additional
administrative authority is necessary to
carry out the functions of this increas-
ingly important program.

Fourth, the bill provides for supportive
services from the National Institute of
Education. Under this provision, re-
search can be carried out to develop new
books, new testing materials, new visual
aids and equipment, and new currieculum
plans.

Fifth, an amendment creates a new 15-
member National Advisory Council on
Bilingual Education to replace the old
Advisory Council. The composition of
the Council will stress participation from
the bilingual community. The Council
will have the responsibility to review and
evaluate the bilingual education pro-
gram.

Earlier, I spoke of the need for deci-
sions about the goals the bilingual edu-
cation program should embrace. Those
of us who are fully assimilated into our
traditional American society find it hard
to appreciate the difficulties and barriers
our great melting pot society creates for
those with different languages and cul-
tural backgrounds. In the past, we have
tended to view our educational process
partially as a means of enabling—or
perhaps even forcing—such ethnic peo-
ples to become an lndistinguishabie part
of our society. We have done so by ignor-

36991

ing or even suppressing their cultural
heritage. To many, even our program of
bilingual education is defined as a means
to accomplish the annihilation of foreign
cultures.

More recently, we have discovered that
this restrictive view of our melting-pot
philosophy can have serious adverse ef-
fects on students. Educators have learned
that exclusion from one’s own cultural
heritage and history, from one's lan-
guage and community, can be so destruc-
tive to the self-confidence of a student
that he gradually loses his ability to
learn. Ethnic students must be able to
relate their mother tongue to their per-
sonal identity, because language and the
culture it carries are at the very core of
a child’s self-concept. Destroy this self-
concept and you can destroy the child.
The children who drop out of school and
become part of our unemployment, wel-
fare, and crime statistics because their
heritage and special language abilities
are ignored, are an economic burden
which this Nation can ill afford.

Several of the amendments contained
in the bill I am introducing relate specif-
ically to the need to use bilingual educa-
tion as a means to instill within the non-
English-speaking child a permanent ap-
preciation of and attachment to kis cul-
tural and linguistic heritage.

First, the language in the original leg=
islation encouraged the ‘dea that bilin-
gual education was a form of “remedial”
education, another method of correcting
a defect in the child. The bilingual child
was so abused by this “remedial” doc-
trine that the former Director of HEW's
Office of Civil Rights, J. Stanley Pot-
tinger, issued a memorandum which pro-
hibited school districts from assigning
non-English-speaking students to classes
for the mentally retarded on the basis of
criteria which essentially measured or
evaluated English language skills.

The amendment I propose would elimi-
nate the phrase “children of limited
English-speaking ability.” The fact that
a child does not speak English does not
mean necessarily that his training is in-
adequate. A phrase which more properly
reflects the attitude promulgated today is
“children who speak primarily a lan-
guage other than English.” By such a
change, we are recognizing the fact that
children who enter school with the abil-
ity to speak a language other than Eng-
lish have an educational asset which can
be built upon and should not be dis-
carded or destroyed.

Second, my legislation provides that an
English-speaking child can participate
on an elective basis in the bilingual ac-
tivities offered at his school. When the
bilingual education program was initi-
ated, we were looking only at the specific
needs of children who were being edu-
cationally handicapped because they did
not speak English. However, it seems
time to broaden our outlook on the pro-
gram to recognize that children who
would like to participate in the programs
should have the opportunity to utilize the
multiple language and cultural resources
of their communities. Such flexibility, I
believe, would assist in recognizing the
common interests among neighbors and
students which transcend cultural dif-
ferences. In an age where our relations
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with other countries and cultures are be-
coming much more extensive, such edu-
cational opportunities could prove vital
to English-speaking students as well as
non-English-speaking students. Certain-
ly, in a democratic country where multi-
ple cultures and heritages are our pride,
we should be making every effort to en-
courage that kind of voluntary oppor-
tunity for all our children.

Third, present legislation requires that
the families of children eligible for bi-
lingual programs must have incomes be-
low $3,000 or be receiving public assist-
ance. Seen in a wider perspective, how-
ever, this restriction is not logical. The
fact that a child primarily speaks a
language other than English in no way
means that the child is also poor. Like-
wise, the fact that a child is poor does not
imply that the child primarily speaks a
langugae other than English. Nobody
should be excluded from receiving help
in overcoming those difficulties, whatever
his income. Under present law, the poor
are able to improve their lot through the
bilingual program, while the not-so-poor
may receive an inferior education. Any
child who could benefit from a bilingual
program should have the opportunity to
participate.

It is time for us to seize the initiative
and meet the needs of this new move-
ment toward cultural pluralism. Because
of our diversity, a fully functioning pro-
gram of bilingual education will bring a
great renaissance to the United States.
The intent of the bilingual program
should reflect the renovation of this di-
versity, and thus the enrichment of
America’s culture.

ERNEST PETINAUD: A FRIEND
INDEED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle~
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, Ilast
evening, I had the pleasure of joining
over 300 persons in paying tribute to one
of Capitol Hill’s most distinguished citi-
zens, Mr, Ernest Petinaud.

After more than 40 years of service to
the Members of the House of Represent-
atives, Ernie Petinaud is retiring. I fully
expect to see him welcoming Members to
the dining room out of habit after his
retirement date has passed. I know that
the many people who dine there will ex-
pect to see Ernie wheeling around the
corner with a smile on his face, a warm
handshake and a hearty “hello.”

Long after leaving the Congress and
the hustle and bustle of Washingion, my
wife, Helen, and I will long remember
the thoughtfulness of Ernie and his
charming wife Jeannette. More than the
maitre d’ of the Members’ dining room,
Ernie himself is an institution. Always
on the job, always responsive and cor-
dial, he seems to take the greatest pleas-
ure in doing things for others.

His consideration for the Members of
Congress, their families, our staffs, and
the thousands of visitors to the Capitol
building is unmatched in sincerity and I
know that I echo the sentiments of all
who know Ernie well, or who have met

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

him only once, in saying that we appre-
ciate his hard work, his personality and
his perserverance. He is one in a million.

Talking with Ernie today, I asked him
what he would miss most.

He answered without hesitating, “I will
miss the atmosphere of friendship.”
Paraphasing Will Rogers, Ernie com-
mented that he has “never met a Mem-
ber he did not like.”

At the same time, it goes without
question that I have never met a Mem-
ber—or anyone else, for that matter—
who does not like Ernie.

During his brief remarks at the recep-
tiqx& honoring Ernie last evening, he
said:

To the Committee and friends who planned
this fine affair for me, thanks sincerely.

In the course of human events, this is the
greatest tribute that I will ever have the
pleasure of enjoying.

Never has so much appreciation and kind-
ness been expressed by so many for my wife

Jeannette and I and for this I am duly grate-
ful.

And ff I should lve a thousand years,
this affair will remain in my memories as my
finest hour.

This, my friends, is the end of an era—a
time that had a certain element of people
who believed and cemented the principle that
& member of Congress was highly regarded.

I am proud to have been and still am a
member of that dedicated group of people.
To me whenever & man or woman is elected
to the Congress, he instantly becomes my
friend, regardless of his or her race, creed,
or political persuasion. I have continued to
maintain that feeling through the years of
my service in the House of Representatives
Dining Room and thank God I have never
had to regret that attitude and manner.

And so tonight on the eve of the beginning
of the end of my wonderful years on Capitol
Hill, I am reaping the harvest of my labor
and the compensations‘of my dedications.

Again, I say thanks a million and may
God’s blessings be with all of you and in
abundance. Good night and good luck from
my dear wife and I to each and everyone of
you.

Ernie called his retirement an “end of
an era” and said that he would miss
Capitol Hill deeply.

The truth is, it is he who will be missed
most of all.

TRIBUTE TO JOHN P. SAYLOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HEcK-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs, HECELER of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, I feel a tremendous sense of
loss as a result of the recent death of our
colleague from Pennsylvania, John
Saylor.

For several years I have known Mr.
Saylor through our work on the Veterans’
Affairs Committee. Not only did he hold
the respect and confidence of the com-
mittee members for his capable service,
but he also received the admiration of all
the veterans organizations who have
honored him with awards or trophies at
one time or another. Shortly before his
death he received the coveted Silver
Helmut Award from the AMVETS for
distinguished service to all American
veterans.

A spellbinding orator, John Saylor
could hardly complete a sentence at a
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veterans' affairs hearing without the in-
terruption of sirong applause from
veterans present who enjoyed his senti-
ments, his wit, and his sense of humor.
He was especially interested in assisting
our Vietnam veterans through their diffi-
cult period of readjustment and con-
tinually urged our national veteran orga-
nizations to orient themselves to the new
problems facing our young veterans.

In addition to his outstanding work in
behalf of our veterans, Mr, Saylor was
a powerful and creative force in the area
of conservation as the ranking member
of the House Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee where he consistently cham-
pioned his conservation causes. Many
Members of the House would not cast a
vote on a conservation issue without
seeking out John Saylor’s opinion of the
measure. I am extremely saddened by
the death of this dear friend and re-
spected colleague and extend my deepest
sympathy to his beloved wife, Grace, and
to his children, Susan and Phillips.

CANADIAN FUEL OILS TO FLOW
ONCE AGAIN TO THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Kemp) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, T am pleased
to announce to this body that the De-
partment of State has just notified me
that negotiations have produced a re-
laxation in the Canadian Energy Board’s
recent directive to curtail oil exports to
the United States.

The problem is not wholly resolved,
for the Canadian Government must con-
tinue, understandably, its review of its
own domestic supplies and needs and its
capabilities for future exports to the
United States. But, those particular
American corporations which had al-
ready bought Canadian oil and were stor-
ing it in Canada, but whose supplies
were intercepted and denied export to
the United States by the board’s direc-
tive, have been assured that, on a month-
ly allocation basis, that oil will now be
shipped to the United States. This will
meet immediate demands for November.
More importantly, it reflects a continua-
tion of the spirit of cooperation between
the United States and Canada—so essen-
tial to obtaining future allocations.

Mr. Speaker, a firm posture has always
been an effective instrument of foreign
policy.

This was proved to be true once again,
as the United States—both the adminis-
tration and concerned Members of Con-
gress—initiated such a firm policy with
respect to the Canadian Energy Board’s
decision to trim the export of those home
and heavy industrial heating oils to the
United States.

To those Americans, from Maine to

Alaska, who have enjoyed close economic
interdependency and cooperation with

the Canadian Government and people
over the decades, it was both distressing
and a heavy burden to bear when the Ca-
nadian Government, albeit, acting out of
apparent self-interest, curtailed further
exports of heating oils to the United
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States. That action was not consistent
with the close spirit of cooperation which
has traditionally pervaded TUnited
States-Canadian relations. Millions of
Americans along the border, principally
in the major industrial cities of Buffalo
and Detroit, were faced with an imme-
diate crisis—grossly insufficient supplies
of oil with which to heat homes and to
heat and operate plants.

Jobs were at stake.

Economic production was at stake.

Public health, safety, and welfare
were at stake.

And, the vitality of Western New York
was soon to be put to the test.

Prompt—yet, prudent—action had to
be the order of the day, if we were to
succeed, first, in obtaining a relaxation
of the Canadian Energy Board’s direc-
tive, and, second, in preserving harmoni-
ous United States-Canadian relations
essential for future cooperation. Sincere,
candid, firm, and decisive appeals were
to produce within a few days the relaxa-
tion sought in the board’s policy. I am
satisfied that without these personal ini-
tiatives, that relaxation might not have
come as quickly as it did—or, perhaps,
not at all.

On November 8—after receiving new
information from a major distributor
of No. 6 oil in western New York, whose
supplies were already reaching the
critical stage—I appealed to the Sec-
retary of State, Dr. Henry Kissinger;
to former Colorado Gov. John A. Love,
presently the chief of the White House’s
Office of Energy Policy and principal ad-
viser to the President on energy mat-
ters; and, to the Honorable Donald S.
McDonald, Minister of Energy, Mines,
and Resources, in Ottawa. A copy of my
appeal to Minister McDonald follows:

NoveEMBER 8, 1973.
Hon. DoNaLp 8. McDoNALD,
Minister of Energy, Mines, and Resources,
Otiama, Ontario.

DEAR Sim: As a Member of Congress from
Western New York State, I respectfully di-
rect your attention to the current emergency
situation affecting our area and all of New
York State as a result of the curtailment
of exports of No. 6 industrial heating ofl
from Canada.

The President of the R. B. Newman Fuel
Corporation in Buffalo, New York, for in-
stance, informed me today that his firm,
which supplies 25 percent of the industrial
oil to our area, is literally on a day-to-day
basis with his customers which include hos-
pitals, school systems, heavy industrial man-
ufacturers, Buffalo Sewer Authority and the
Main Post Office.

The Ashland Petroleum Company, I am
told, is in a similar, critical position with
regard to its ability to supply Canadian ex-
ported industrial oil to its customers.

It i1s my understanding, Sir, that the Ca-
nadian Energy Board’s curtailment is in con-
junction witih your Government’s current
assessment of Canadian demands, In that
connection, I am deeply aware of the con-
cern you must have, in light of curtailments
by the Arab States and other adverse con-
ditions.

However, at a time when we in New York
State are confronted with severe community
and economic dislocations, it is incumbent
upon me to apprise you of our situation
with the hope that you can lend whatever
assistance is practical and available and in
the best interests of our traditional bene-
ficial trade.

Sincerely.
Jack KEMP.
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The following day, I went "straight to
the top” and appealed to Prime Minister
Pierre Trudeau:

DeEAR PRIME MINISTER: On behalf of the
hospitals, school systems, public authorities,
heavy industrial and commercial operations
of Western New York, and in the spirit of
cooperation which has traditionally char-
acterized matters of mutual Canadian-U.S.
concerns, I urgently appeal to you to relay
the Energy Board's current directive trim-
ming exports of No. 6 industrial heating fuel
to U.S. distributors.

I appreciate the need of the Canadian Gov-
ernment to review, in light of its own domes-
tic consumption demands, its exports to U.S.
firms, but the intensity of the immediate
crisis in Western New York compels me to
ask for a relaxation of the Board’s directive
even during the period in which future pol-
icies are being reviewed. Some major users
we have been advised, have less than one
full day’s supply remaining, with only a
minority of heavy users having sufficient sup-
plies for the next two weeks. One major dis-
tributor has stopped delivery to major users
this day.

In the spirit of cooperation which has per-
vaded Canadian-American relations, I urge
this relaxation.

Very sincerely,
JAck KEMP,

Member of Congress.

While continuing efforts through the
Department of State and the adminis-
tration, I initiated similar efforts through
the Congress. On Monday, November 12,
I submitted formal testimony to the Sub-
committee on Interior and Related Agen-
cies of the prestigious Committee on Ap-
propriations, stressing the ever-increas-
ingly urgent nature of this crisis. And, we
kept the people most effected thoroughly

informed:
Kemp Asks Fmu Drpromacy To GET CANADA
To SHre OIL

WasHINGTON.—Rep. Jack F. Eemp, R-Har-
risburg, exhorted the Nixon administration
Monday to employ “the strongest sort of dip-
lomatic effort” with Canada to get vitally-
needed fuel oil into the Buffalo area to stave
off imminent closings of schools, factories and
hospitals.

- - *® * L

Kemp's comments were made in testimony
Monday before the House subcommittee on
interior and related agencies. He also ap-
pealed to top State Dept. officials to exert
pressure on the Canadian Energy Board to
permit resumption of shipments of No. 6 in-
dustrial heating oil to the Buffalo area from
Canada.

Canada, faced with an energy crisis of its
own, has curtailed shipments of the oil to the
United States, and Kemp warned that a va-
riety of Buffalo-area institutions might be
forced to close if the oil isn't forthcoming
quickly.

EKemp identified those institutions as
schools, hospitals, industries and possibly the
main Post Office and the Buffalo Sewer Au-
thority.

“What good does it do to slow down to 50
miles an hour if, when you reach your desti-
nation, your place of employment is closed
or the school door is locked,” Eemp asked.

IMMEDIATE SOLUTION NEEDED

“As I said last week after the President’'s
address on the energy crisis, the proposals
are worthy of support and in the right direc-
tion. But they are too late and too little if
we can't solve this immediate problem.

“We must deal just as hard with our friends
in Canada as we do with the Soviet Union
where it comes to trade bargaining, We must
remind our friends to the north that they
are highly dependent on U.S. exports for agri-
cultural and other products, and that their
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present curtailment of critical oil supplies is
jeopardizing nearly 200 years of traditional
and mutual beneficial relations,” Kemp told
the subcommitee.

“The President told us Wednesday that ‘to
be sure that there is enough oil to go around
for the entire winter, all over the country,
it will be essential for all of us to live and
work in lower temperatures.' "

“I am confident Americans are willing to
make sacrifices. But they also expect their
government to exercise the strongest possible
efforts to alleviate the type of critical situa-
tion we have in our community and avoid
outright closings, loss of wage-earning oppor-
tunities and other critical situations,” EKemp
sald,

On Tuesday, November 13, I submitted
testimony to the Subcommittee on Inter-
American Affairs of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs:

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JACK KEMP

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-
committee: As a Member of Congress from
Western New York, I am greatly aware of the
impact of the Canadian Energy Board's cur-
rent policy of curtailing exports of No. 2
and No. 6—home and industrial heating
fuels, respectively—to the United States dur-
ing that Board's reassessment of its domestic
inventory and demand.

This impact is not potential; it is real:

Some 1700 employees of the Dunlop Tire &
Rubber Corporation plant in Tonawanda,
N.Y., were notified on Monday, November 12,
that production activities may be closed at
the end of this week because two suppliers—
Ashland Oil, Inc., and R. B. Newman Fuel
Corporation—ecan no longer obtain sufficient
exports of No. 6 fuel from Canada.

Other Buifalo area institutions and firms
confronted with immediate shortages of No.
6 oil include—

Children’s Hospital;

Millard Fillmore Hospital;

Sisters’ Hospital;

The school systems of Niagara Falls, Am-
herst, West Seneca, and Tonawanda;

The Main Post Office;

The Buffalo Sewer Authority;

The plants of General Mills, Goodyear,
Calspan, Carborundum, Allied Chemical, Bell
Aerospace; and

American Airlines.

Suppliers have been operating on a day-to-
day basis during the past two weeks because
of the unavailability of Canadian supply,
coupled with the small reserves of domestic
suppliers now being overextended and not
capable of additional allocation.

Relations between the United States and
Canada particularly with respect to matters
of mutual economic concern, have always
been good. One can appreciate and under-
stand the need, from their perspective, for
the Canadian Government to order an assess-
ment of its own domestic inventory and
needs; this is nothing more than national
self-interest, Yet, as a result of this close
economic cooperation in the past, we have
become, particularly along the border, inter-
dependent as to supply and demand. The
Canadian people buy vast amounts of agri-
cultural and other products from the United
States; the United States buys large amounts
of goods from Canada. It would be an un-
fortunate consequence of the present fuel
shortage—over which neither nation had a
great deal of control—to have relations be-
tween Canada and the U.S. strained, but we
are fast reaching that point.

In furtherance of my responsibilities to
the people of Western New York, I have been
active in trying to secure an immediate re-
laxation of the Canadian Energy Board's cur-
tailment of fuel to the United States. I have
made personal appeals to former Governor
John A. Love, chief of the White House's
office of energy policy and principal adviser
to the President on energy matters, and to
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the Becretary of State, Dr. Henry Kissinger.
I realize the Department of State has some
other priority problems on its hands—not
the least of which is resolving the Middle
East crisis itself—but I do not think that the
Administration has responded adequately to
date in helping to secure a relaxation of
the Canadian Government's decision,

Immediately upon learning last Friday
from a major distributor that some major
users of No. 6 fuel in Western New York had
only a few days supply remaining, I dis-
patched an urgent telegram to Pierre Tru-
deau, the Canadian Prime Minister.

Yesterday, I called the critical urgency of
this shortage to the attention of the Sub-
committee on Interior and Related Agencies
of the prestigious and powerful Committee
on Appropriations.

The long-range sclution to the energy
crisis lies in a fuller development of domestic
crude oil, a development which has been
slowed in recent years by the failure to act
promptly on the request for construction of
the trans-Alaskan pipeline, by a failure to
construct offshore facilities for the develop-
ment of untapped reserves on the conti-
nental ghelf, and by a failure of government
to remove various disincentives to explora-
tion, recovery, and refining. It is because of
the unforeseen Middle East war that this
crisis, which could in time have been allevi-
ated by gradual increases in supply to bave
met gradually increases in demand, has
been brought to a head. I do not think either
the Canadian government or our government
can be faulted for not having foreseen a
war in the Middle East, but we can both be
faulted for not having acted more promptly
to develop independent sources.

Mr. Chairman, I request this Committee’s
immediate assistance with whatever means
are readily available, including support for
the strongest sort of diplomatic effort, to get
the Canadian Government to relax its Energy
Board'’s policy. Such a relaxation should help
give us adequate time within which to de-
velop other sources of these important fuels.

In an editorial today in the Buffalo
Evening News, that influential paper
called upon the Canadian Government
to “keep those eil lines open.” A copy of
that editorial follows:

KEeep THESE O1L LINES OPEN

The peril of imminent shutdown of Buf-
falo-area schools and plants certainly points
up the urgency of Washington's diplomatic
exertions to assure a prompt resumption of
the crucial heating oil shipments recently
embargoed by the Ottawa government.

Canada’s export restriction reflects under-
standable anxieties felt in Ottawa about the
energy pinch in eastern provinces heavily
dependent upon oil imports from Venezuela
and the Arab producers.

The fact remains, however, that for Buf-
falo, Detroit and other metropolitan areas
along the border, the action by our Canadian
neighbors dramatizes the risk of intolerable
disruptions of vital public services or indus-
tries at the mercy of oil-delivery shutdowns
beyond their control.

Surely any restriction generated by a
Canadian concern for protecting its own en~-
ergy needs should take proper account of the
grossly disruptive impact of a sweeping em-
bargo on vital public institutions on the
American side—an impact which we hope
the Ottawa energy officials simply did not
foresee in this case.

While a prompt decislon to lift an unfair
restriction would hopefully stave off an im-
mediate fuel crisis this winter, no one can
derlve much comfort from such a chilling
reminder of the dependence of the Western
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New York economy on oil supplies in Canada
that can be shut off at will.

This is not to suggest that the main pipe-
lines through Canada serving this area are
in any Imminent danger of a shutdown, The
economies of the U. 8. and Canada are too
interdependent and too intertwined for any
such follies. Nevertheless, the latest episode,
coupled with Canada’s self-protective action
in jumping the export tax on oil from 40
cents to $1.90, does point up the timely need
on both sides of the border to hasten the
development of sensible, co-operative policies
for dealing with continental energy shortages
on & rational basis.

Apart from the international overtones of
this latest energy crisis, the further lesson
that it vividly ilustrates is the absolutely
urgent need for federal and local decision-
making mechanisms that can insure proper
priority in the emergency allocation of heat-
ing fuels to schools, hospitals, and similar
facilities.

The energy measure now moving through
Congress will presumably include the stand-
by authority sought by President Nixon for
the rationing of oil and gas. The White House
energy office appears to be moving reluctant-
ly toward a mandatory allocation plan to
relieve critical shortages of heating oil. With
the impact of Middle East oil embargoes fall-
ing so heavily on New York State and the
East Coast, we see no alternative to having
ready a mandatory plan to insure a fair dis-
tribution to homes and vital public services.

I am, therefore, most pleased to have
been able to announce to this body to-
day’s relaxation of the board’s directive.
I trust that the ultimate resolution of
the problem will be equally satisfactory.

FOREIGN TENDER OFFERS DOUELE

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. DeENT) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, last week, 13
colleagues joined with me in introducing
HR. 11265, the Foreign Investors Lim-
itation Act. This bill would require for-
eign investment in the United States in
a manner consistent with the national
security, the conservation of national
resources, and the protection of the econ-
omy of the United States. One way of
determining the extent of foreign in-
terest in the United States is to analyze
tender offers made by foreign groups to
American corporations. In a recent com-
munication, I asked the Securities and
Exchange Commission to provide me
with a list of all foreign originated ten-
der offers filed with the SEC. I am sub-
mitting the results of that request, as
well as explanatory information for the
information of my colleagues. It is worth-
while to point out that tender offer bids
in fiscal year 1973-7T4 will undoubtedly
double those made in fiscal year 1972-
73. It is also necessary to distinguish ten-
der offers from foreign direct investment:

SEcumITIES AND ExcHANGE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., October 23, 1973.
Hon, Joun H. DENT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. DEnT: This is in response to an
October 11, 1973, request made by Ms. Julie
Domenick, of your staff, for a list of all for-

originated acquisitions and tender offers
filed with the Securities and Exchange Com-
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mission since the adoption of the Willlams
Act, which amended the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, on July 29, 1968.

Attached hereto is a recently compiled list
of foreign bidder tender offers filed with the
Commission since July 1, 1972. The list was
originally prepared because of the growing
interest in tender offers by foreign entitles
and will be maintained so long as there is a
continuing interest therein.

Although Ms. Domenick requested that the
compilation include all foreign originated
tender offers and acquisitions filed with the
Commission since 1968, such a list would
involve a very considerable amount of stafl
time to prepare. Our experience in preparing
the attached list, which started with the
1972-1973 fiscal year, showed that it was
necessary to thoroughly examine each of the
75 tender offers filed with the Commission
during the 1972-73 fiscal year because some
of the tender offers were made by foreign bid-
ders through wholly-owned or controlled
subsidiaries in the United States. This review
required many man-hours, many of which
were spent on the staff member’s own time.
In light of the time spent reviewing those 75
tender offers, it is obvious how difficult, cost=
ly and time-consuming it would be to review
the 3,012 acquisition statements and the 272
tender offers filed since July 1968.

As you know, on December 22, 1970, the
Willlams Act was amended, extending the
coverage to encompass acquisitions of and
tender offers for equity securities of insur-
ance companies and extending the disclosure
provisions to acquisitions and tender offers
for amounts in excess of 5%, instead of 10%,
of a class of equity security. Thus, a review
of all the filings since July, 1968 will not
reflect & standard minimum percentage of
ownership and will not include the same
types of target companies.

Since the Williams Act filing requirements
are triggered by a percentage of ownership
of a class of equity security which is regis«
tered pursuant to Section 12 of the Ex-
change Act, or any equity security of an
insurance company which would have been
required to be =o registered except for the
exemption contained in Section 12(g) (2) (G)
of the Exchange Act or any equity security
issued by a closed-end investment company
registered under the Investment Company
Act of 1940, a review of the Willlams Act
filings will omit all tender offers or acquisi-
tions involving securities of companies which
do not fall within these categories. Similarly,
such a review will not cover those acquisi-
tions and tender offers which are exempt
from filing under the Williams Act. Accord-
ingly, the preparation of a complete list of
foreign ownership and control would re-
quire, in addition to the review of the Wil-
liams Aect filings, an examination of the
several hundred thousand Forms 3 and 4
filed pursuant to Section 16(a) of the Ex-
change Act and Rule 16a—1(a) promulgated
thereunder. Form 3 (the initial report) and
Form 4 (the current report) are required to
be filed by every person who owns more than
109 of a class of equity security registered
pursuant to Section 12 or who is a director
or an officer of an issuer of such security. It
should be noted that none of the filings
whether pursuant to tender offers, acquisi-
tions, or Forms 3 and 4 are filed according
to the nationality of the person filing the
statement.

With the present heavy workload and lim-
ited staff, we would have great difficulty in
complying with your request. However, If
you should desire information in addition to
that enclosed, please feel free to contact me

.Bincemly yours,
GEORGE A. FrrzsiMMoNs,
Sacretary.
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FOREIGN BIDDERS
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Number and target

Foreign
country

Bidder

Tenderofferor
acquisition

1973-74 FISCAL YEAR

Chloride Group Ltd__

_‘_ll_heCnmnanrn SsmsseTssT e

. Canada Develop ment Corp

England

Canada

July. 10,1973
= July 24,1973

Trafalgar House |

Dearborn Siorm Corp
The Signal Comp , Ing

John L. Loeb Grovp. . ...

- Morris Saady

~ England

United States, Italy = Auvg. 81973
France, England.

- England.

Avg 71973

Sonesta International Hotels Inc..oooc
Sea C I

s inc.

Bankers Trust Inter

Travelodge | ional Inc.

Trust House Forte Ltd

Tender offer_

. GRI Computer Corp__. .
. Lewis Refrigeration Corp.
10, Whitney Fidalgo Seafoods, Inc...
11. Western Decalta Petroleum Ltd

. United Brands Company._ .

MR et S

%astem Intemaiionsl Inmtmunt Trust Ltd

Kyokuyo Co. Ltd___________

Acquisition_ . N
=2 Tzndel offer. . 5,1973
Sept. 10, 1973

- Sept. 12, 1973

A o American Corp. of Canada Ltd.
eti Ab Salemn

iﬂ Inter | SA (WHDSI |Il]!3

Sept. 24, 1973
Sept. 26, 1973

. 1-T-E Imperial Corporation__

Ilallan)
Thyssen-Bor

. Indian Head Inc
. Allied Aero Industries, Inc

1972-73 FISCAL YEAR
,Akmna Inc ==

AudiS/A. ...

= Akzo NV_ o

Group, B s e i s i i Netherlands.

Do.
9, 1973

Tender offer. July 20,1972

Kings L

Edmond J. Salra._. =

Switzerland

General Host Cor

Triumph American Inc...== -

D-.
Mercantile Industries lnc

Engl and (sub).

0. caeeaa.. Aug. 8, 1972
| Mar, 15, 1973
Apr. 24 1973

Kay Col

Certain-teed Products Corp__

Cnmnairg‘;a de Smnt-anain- Pnnt-a- Mmssm
Slater Walker of Ameri

. Franklin Stores Corp..-.-

Liquigas S.P.A. and Lif ulr n : Ital

PN aw—

Ronson Corp_____
Gimbel B , Inc.

Brown and Willlamson Tobacco Corp

Fr:nce do
England (st SEEE do.
and Liech i : do
England {sub) do.

May 3,1973
May 11,1973
May 31,1873
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CPA AT AEC

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr., FuqQua) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
continue sharing with the Members ma-
terial I have been receiving cencerning
the effect of the proposed Consumer Pro-
tection Agency on various Federal agen-
cies mentioned in our hearings as major
targets for CPA advocacy.

There are three CPA bills now pending
in a Government Operations Subcommit-
tee on which I serve—H.R. 14 by Con-
gressman RosenTHAL, HR. 21 by Con-
gressmen Horirierp, HorToN and others,
and H.R. 564 by Congressman Brown of
Ohio and myself.

The principal difference among the
bills is that HR. 14 and H.R. 21 would
grant the CPA the right to challenge in
court the final actions of other agencies,
including their decisions not to act on
given matters. The Fuqua-Brown bill
would not grant the CPA court appeal
power, an extraordinary power for a non-
regulatory agency.

As we prepare for a potentially diffi-
cult winter due to the energy erisis, the
question of CPA's role in the various
agencies associated with power supply
becomes a critical one, I have already
introduced into the REcorp material from
the Tennessee Valley Authority and the
Federal Power Commission, Another im-
portant agency in the power community
is the Atomic Energy Commission. I shall
introduce material on the AEC today.

The AEC, of late, has been beseiged
by environmentalists and consumerists,
including Ralph Nader who has expressed
deep concern over the safety of nuclear
reactors. In our hearings this year on the
CPA bills, the American Bar Association
used the AEC to illustrate how the CPA
would appeal final ageney actions under
the two bills which would allow such
CPA action.

In regard to the question of CPA ap-

CXIX——2330—Part 28

peals, I should note that the General
Counsel of the AEC reports the following
with respeet to areas technically subject
to CPA appeal under all the bills except
the Fuqua-Brown bill:

As you know, in addition to Regulatory
authority, the AEC has the responsibility
for opertaing a number of Government in-
stallations and national laboratories, These
operations, under the direction of the Gen-
eral Manager, involved in 1972 over two bil-
lion dollars. Substantially, all actions taken
by him could be tested in the courts.

In addition, every issuance, modification,
denial, etc. of a licensing or enforcement
decision, and every adoption of a regulation
by the Director of Regulation is also subject
to court review (Representative types can
be found in the answer to guestions 1, 3 and
4).

There are literally millions of actual
annual final ageney actions subject to
CPA court appeal under the bills, and
perhaps billions of such actions if we con-
sider that inaction is final action under
the CPA bills which would grant the
CPA the power to take its sister agencies
to court. No one can say whether the
CPA will decide to challenge any of these
actions, because the bills which would
allow CPA appesals leave this up to the
CPA'’s discretion.

I personally think granting the non-
regulatory CPA the right to challenge in
court the final decisions of regulatory
agencies in an abdication of Congres-
sional responsibilities. If we lodge the
duty of making a final decision for the
Government in one agency, we should
not. ereate another agency with a coun-
tervailing right to remove that duty and
place it on the overburdened courts. The
Fuqua-Brown bill, therefore, would grant
the CPA the right to seek a rehearing at
the administrative agency level, but not
at the court level.

For the important reason of prevent-
ing confusion when a CPA bill comes to
the floor this Congress—and, we experi-

enced considerable confusion when such
a bill came to the floor last Congress—

I now continue to share with the Mem-

bers material submitted to me by key
federal agencies.

This material divides the AEC’s 1972
activities into the various areas in which
the CPA would act as an advocate under
the bills now pending. I place it in the
Recorp with the hope that it will be re-
viewed by all Members who are inter-
ested in creating a responsible CPA:

U.8. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., November 9, 1973.
Hon. DoxN FuQua,
House of Representatives.

Dear MR. Fuqua: Your letter of September
7, 1973 to Chairman Ray has been referred to
me for reply. The information you have re-
quested follows:

Question 1. Regulations (or proposals) is=-
sued in accordance with 5 USC 5563 during
1972 inecluded:

1. Unclassified Activities in Foreign Atom-
ic Energy Programs (37 F.R. 92, 14872 and
23853; 01/05/72, 07/26/72 and 09/05/72;
10 CFR Part 110).

2. Licensing of Production and Utilization
Facilities—Effluents from Light Water Cooled
Nuclear Power Reactors; Supplemental No-
tice of Hearing (37 F.R. 287; 01/08/72; 10 CFR
Part 50) .

3. Pacilities and Materlals Licenses—Pro-
posed Fee Schedules (37 F.R. 1121; 01,/25/732;
10 CFR Part 170).

4. Licensing of Production and Utllization
Facilitles—Information Requested by Attor-
ney-General for Antitrust Review of Facility
License Applications (37 F.R, 7810; 04/20/72;
10 CFR Part 50).

5. Financial Protection Requirements and
Indemnity Agreements—Indemnity Loea-
tions (37 F.R. 9227T; 05/06/72; 10 CFR Part
140).

6. Rules of Practice; Licensing of Produc-
tion and Utilization Facilities—Restructing
of Facility License Application Review and
Hearing Processes and Consideration of En-
vironmental Statements. (37 F.R. 9331; 05/
09/72; 10 CFR Parts 2, 50).

. Operators' Licenses—Requirements for
Renewal (37 F.R. 11785; 06/14,/72; 10 CFR
Part 55).

8. Requests for Declassification Review (37
FR. 15624; 08/03/72; 10 CFR Part 9).

9. Fees for Licenses Issued to Government
Agencies for Nuclear Power Plants—Removal
of Exemption (37 F.R. 20871; 10/04/72; 10
CFR Fart 170).
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10. Standards for Protection Against Ra-
diation—Posting of Enforcement Corre=-
spondence at Licensee’'s Facilities (37 F.R.
21852; 10/13/72; 10 CFR Part 20).

11. Environmental Effects of the Uranium
Fuel Cycle—Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(37 F.R. 24191; 11/15/72; 10 CFR Part 50).

12. Grand Junction Remedial Action—Pro-
posed Criteria (37 F.R. 22391; 10/18/72; 10
CFR Part 12).

13. Permits for Access to Restricted Data—
Data Concerning the Separation of Uranium
Isotopes (37 F.R. 26344; 12/09/72; 10 CFR
Part 25).

Question 2. None.

Question 3. Administrative adjudications
proposed or initiated in 1972 included the
following licensing actlons:

Materials Licenses—none.

Facility Licenses.

1. Construction Permit Applications:

Plant—Notice of Hearing

Zimmer 1, Mar. 7, 1972.
Arkansas 2, Apr. 13, 1972.
Hatch 2, July 18, 1972,
San Onofre 2 and 3, Aug. 10, 1972,
Waterford 3, Aug. 16, 1972,
Forked River, Aug. 16, 1972,
Nine Mile Point 2, Sept. 23, 1972,
Susquehanna 1 and 2, Sept. 23, 1972,
Summer 1, Sept. 27, 1972.
Watts Bar 1 and 2, Sept. 27, 1972,
Hanford 2, Sept. 28, 1972,
Harris 1, 2, 3 and 4, Sept. 29, 1972,
North Anna 3 and 4, Oct. 4, 1972.
LaSalle 1 and 2, Oct, 6, 1972.
Beaver Valley 2, Nov. 28, 1872,
Catawba 1 and 2, Dec. 1, 1972,
Grand Gulf 1 and 2, Dec. 12, 1972
2. Mandator; Hearings for Reactors Un-
der Construction in accordance with Ap-
pendix D, 10 CFR 50.
Plant—Notice of Hearing

North Anna 1 and 2, February 22, 1972,
Diablo Canyon 2, December 27, 1972.
Trojan, December 29, 1972.

3, Operating License Applications.
Plant—Notice of Consideration of Issuance
of Operating License

Calvert Cliffs 1 and 2, March 25, 1972,

Surry 2, March 28, 1972.

Pt. St. Vrain, May 4, 1972,

Ft. Calhoun, May 12, 1972,

Kewaunee, June 22, 1872,

Cook 1 and 2, June 29, 1972,

Zion > and 2, June 30, 1972.

Three Mile Island, July 7, 1972.

Oconee 2 and 3, August 10, 1972,

Midwest Fuel, August 11, 1972,

Browns Ferry 1, 2 and 3, September 20,
1972.

Arnold, September 30, 1972,

Fitzpatrick, October 3, 1972,

Peach Bottom 2 and 3, October 3, 1972,

Millstone 2, October 11, 1972.

Prairle Island 1 and 2, October 11, 1872.

Arkansas 1, October 12, 1972,

Cooper, October 13, 1972.

Crystal River 3, October 14, 1972,

Rancho Seco, October 18, 1972,

Hatch 1, October 19, 1972,

Salem 1 and 2, October 20, 1972,

Indian Point 3, October 25, 1972.

Brunswick 1 and 2, November 3, 1572.

Beaver Valley 1, November 10, 1972.

4. Opportunity for Hearing for Reactors
with Operating Licenses In accordance with
Appendix D, 10 CFR 50.

Plant—Notice of Opportunity for Hearing

Point Beach 1, July T, 1972.
Monticello, August 25, 1972,
Millstone 1, November 28, 1972.
Oyster Creek 1, November 28, 1972,

San Onofre 1, December 1, 1972,

Nine Mile Point 1, December 5, 1972.

Ginna, December 8, 1972,

Question 4. During 1972 there were no
hearings held which resulted in the imposi-
tion of civil penalties. There were, however,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

four occasions when monetary civil penalties
were imposed in which payment was remitted
without a request for a hearing. The firms
so affected were: Pittsburgh Testing Labo-
ratory; New England Nuclear Corporation;
Interstate Industrial Laundry and Decon-
tamination Services and Universal Testing
Corporation.

Question 5, None.

Question 6. Representative public and non-
public activities proposed or initiated by the
AEC during 1972 included:

1. Proceedings concerning the health and
safety, environmental and antitrust aspects
of construction permits and operating lie-
enses for nuclear reactors including power
plants, test facilities and research reactors,
as well as fuel cycle facilities.

2. Proceedings relating to the issuance of
licenses for possession and use of special
nuclear material, source material and by-
product material, including licenses for the
disposal of radiocactive waste material and
radioactive waste burial, some licenses to
manufacture products containing radio-
active material, and some licenses for ship-
ment of radioactive material.

3. Contractor selection actions.

4. Contract awards.

5. Assignments of a given portion of re-
search and development to a particular or-
ganization.

6. Establishment of AEC prices for special
nuclear material, toll enrichments, etc.

7. Inspection of licensed facilities.

B. Contract negotiations and positions to
be taken concerning negotiations.

9. Telephone conversatlons between AEC
staff and outsiders concerning any subject
under Cominission consideration.

Question 7. As you know, in addition to
Regulatory authority, the AEC has the re-
sponsibility for operating a number of Gov-
ernment installations and national labo-
ratories. These operations, under the direc-
tion of the General Manager, involved in 1972
over two billion dollars. Substantially, all ac-
tions taken by him could be tested in the
courts,

In addition, every issuance, modification,
denial, ete. of a licensing or enforcement de-
clsion, and every adoption of a regulation by
the Director of Regulation is also subject to
court review (Representative types can be
found in the answer to questions 1, 8 and 4).

If we can be of further assistance, please
let us know.

Sincerely,
Marcus A, ROWDEN,
General Counsel.

FIFTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
LATVIAN INDEPENDENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANNUN2ZIO) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 18 the United Latvian Associ-
ations of Chicago will commemorate the
55th anniversary of Latvian independ-
ence at the River Forest High School,
201 North Scoville Avenue in Oak Park,
I

An organization active in making the
facts about Latvia and the Latvian na-
tion available to people in the free world
who are interested in the Baltic prob-
lem, and dedicated to the preservation
of Latvian cultural awareness, the United
Latvian Associations of Chicago is headed
by capable leaders: Rolands Kirsteins,
president; Alberts Raidonis, vice presi-
dent; and Rudolfs Arums, secretary.

Although Latvia has been occupied by
foreign powers throughout most of its
history, the people of this nation have
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maintained their language and cultural
identity. In November of 1918 they had
their chance for freedom and proclaimed
their independence.

The new state, with a population of
slightly over 1 million was in a precari-
ous position from the beginning as it was
surrounded by more powerful neighbors.
However, Latvia survived and the inter-
war years marked a renaissance of Lat-
vian politics and culture. For 22 years
the Latvian Government functioned on
the basis of a true proportional repre-
sentation. Numerous political parties, of
all opinions, existed and actively con-
tested free and open elections. Latvia
was a model democracy. Because the ba-
sis of a healthy democracy is an enlight-
ened electorate, Latvians spent over 15
percent of their national budget on edu-
cation. Free public schools were open to
all and by 1940 the literacy rate was over
90 percent.

The vitality of the Latvian people was
also indicated in their economic accom-
plishments. Latvia was one of the first
European countries to reform its cur-
rency and financial system. The land re-
form law of 1920 distributed land of the
old feudal estates on a democratic basis.

All segments of Latvian society partic-
ipated in its economic life. By 1937 there
were 5,717 industrial enterprises in
Latvia and some 70,000 farmers were en-
rolled in 2,300 educational societies.
Latvian trade was almost completely
with the West, being carried on Latvian
ships.

On February 5, 1932, Latvia and the
Soviet Union signed a treaty of nonag-
gression which absolutely forbade Rus-
sian intervention in Latvian affairs. But,
soon afterward, in violation of their
written promise, the Communists began
to undertake the active subversion of
free Latvia.

In August of 1939 Latvia's fate was
sealed by the infamous Nazi-Soviet Pact.
It was indeed a dark day when Joseph
Stalin, in open violation of international
law and the nonintervention treaty, un-
leased the Red army to invade Latvia in
accordance with the terms of the Nazi-
Soviet Pact.

When Hitler invaded the Soviet Union
in 1941, there was a change in the status
of the people of Latvia, but only in that
their destiny was transferred from the
hands of one totalitarian regime into the
hands of another. For 2 years Latvians
were subject to Nazi control, but as Hit-
ler's army retreated, the Red army and
its legions of political agents returned to
subjugate Latvia anew. After the war,
the Russians consolidated their hold on
Latvia by incorporating it into the So-
viet Union.

At the end of World War II, approxi-
mately 100,000 persons emigrated from
Latvia and later were dispersed through-
out the free world.

Today, statistics show that, through
three generations, many hundreds of
this number are true scholars of higher
learning in the humanities, as well as in
the technical sciences. The numerical
majority are of the younger generation,
who attained their success in emigration,
and this shows the strength of vital cre-
ativity in these people even during diffi-
cult times,
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The Latvian people and their great
endeavors fit into the pattern of the
“mosaic of America.” They have brought
their hopes of freedom to this great
country in addition to their ethnic heri-
tage and culture, arts, science, history,
and knowledge, and have contributed
much to this great country of America.

The liberty that we enjoy in America,
however, has been denied those whe re-
main in Latvia. On this 55th anniversary
of Latvian Independence Day, I am hon-
ored to join Latvian-Americans in the
11th Congressional Distriet, which I am
prouc to represent, in the city of Chi-
cago, and all over this Nation in their
fervent hope that the people of Latvia
will soon achieve their freedom once
again. Let the people of Latvia know full
well of our uncompromising support for
their unquenchable thirst for liberty.

Mr., Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I would like to include a statement
unanimously adopted by the Association
of the Latvian Societies in the United
States at their meeting in Grand Rapids,
Mich., on October 20 and 21, with refer-
ence to the 55th anniversary of the proe-
lamation of Latvian independence. The
statement follows:

STATEMENT

The Association of the Latvian Societies
in the United States, at their meeting on
October 20 and 21, 1973 in Grand Rapids,
Michigan, unanimously adopted the follow-
Ing statement:

1. On the Eve of Latvia’s 556th Anniversary
of the proclamation of Independence, we
thank again the United States government
for not recognizing the forecible incorporation
of Latvia and other Baltic States into the
Soviet Union.

2. We implore the government to aid the
cause of freedom and self-determination in
the Baltic States. The freedom of speech and
intellectual creativity is being stifled since
the occupation of 1940. We express our hopes
that the government of the United States will
actively proclaim the need to restore the lost
freedoms in Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania
in the European Security Council and other
world forums.

3. The proposed new economic regions in
the USER essentially announce intensifica-
tion of the campaign to russify the non-Rus-
sian people in the Soviet Union. We urge the
United States government to interfere with
this plan in Latvia and other Baltic states.

4. With deep concern we are following
the policy of the United States government
regarding the detente with the Soviet Union.
The United States and the Soviet Unlon has
signed 52 agreements of which the Soviet
Union so far has kept only 2.

6. We have not been in favor of and we
are not supporting the economic help to the
Soviet Union at the taxpayers expense until
freedom and humanity is restored in Latvia,
Estonia, Lithuania and other Captive Nations.,
We have reasons to believe that the Soviet
Union's imperialistic policy has not been
changed and will not be changed, and the
economic assistance will only help the Rus-
sians to reach their goal—world domination,

6. Since the year of 1973 has been pro-
claimed as Europe's year, we urge the United
States government to use its influence to end
the occupation of the Baltic States by the
Soviet Union.

This statement is to be forwarded to the
President of the United States, Secretary of
State, United States Senators and Members
of the House of Representatives.

TEAPOT DOME AGAIN REVISITED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from California (Mr. Moss) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks
ago, in a floor statement, I revealed the
contents of a letter I had sent the Presi-
dent and appropriate Cabinet members
over a situation pertaining to two naval
petroleum reserves, Elk Hills, Calif., and
Teapot Dome, Wyo.

In that letter and accompanying state-
ment, I made public the fruits of certain
researchers I have been conducting into
how private interests, with knowledge of
several government agencies, have been
extracting oil for a number of years un-
der the most questionable circumstances
from the environs of these reserves, set
aside for national defense. Naturally,
there has been significant reaction. It is
my purpose today to deal with comments
emanating from the State of Wyoming,
where Teapot Dome is located.

In the case of that reserve, we find a
longstanding Federal regulation against
drilling by private interests on Federal
land within a 1-mile buffer zone any re-
serve boundary has been violated as a
result of actions taken by the Bureau
of Land Management. At Teapot, BLM
allowed an oil company to drill within
50 feet of the actual reserve boundaries,
despite Navy protests. This has been go-
ing on for years, and is corroborated by
documents in my possession, starting
with a GAO report, a document provided
by the Navy’s Office of Petroleum Re-
serves and GAO testimony before the
House Armed Services Committee. Any
Member of Congress, private citizen and
member of the media may inspect these
papers to verify their existence and con~
tents,

Regrettably, some few critics refuse to
accept such facts as truth. I have been in
receipt of a letter from the Governor of
Wyoming, the Honorable Stanley E.
Hathaway, admonishing me to “validate
your allegations before releasing them to
the press.” He enclosed a letter sent him
by a Mr. Donald B. Basko, Wyoming's
State oil and gas superviser, purporting
to disprove both my revelations and ac-
companying evidence.

Taking the Governor at his word, I
have indeed “validated my allegations,”
and have sent them to him in the form
of a letter, citing chapter and verse from
government documents I earlier referred
to. Knowing they will be of intense in-
terest to the Governor, Mr. Basko, the
American public, the media and of course
the people of Wyoming, I now take the
step of making them known to the widest
possible audience as a means of protect-
ing the public interest against further
damage to the Reserve, and to accelerate
the move towards a full, formal investi-
gation of what has been going on.

Therefore, I take the liberty of includ-
ing Governor Hathaway’s letter, Mr.
Basko’s communication and my response,
which, by courtesy, has already reached
the Governor. With unanimous consent,
I include them here in my remarks at
this point, in the humble hope that en-
lightenment is but the prelude to reform,

WyoMIiNG EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,
Cheyenne, Wyo., Qetober 31, 1973.
Hon. Jouwn E. Moss,
Members of Congress, House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
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Dear ConNcRESsMAN Moss: Your recent al-
legations that Naval Petroleum Reserves are
being depleted by the major oil companies in
‘Wyoming does not appear to be borne out in
fact,

The enclosed letter from the Supervisor of
the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Com-
mission provides Information with respect
to the Teapot Naval Petroleum Reserve In
the State of Wyoming. Perhaps it would be
well for you to validate your allegations be-
fore releasing them to the press.

Very truly yours,
Braw HATHAWAY,

THE STATE oF WYOMING,
Casper, Wyo., October 26, 1973.
Hon. STaNLEY K. HATHAWATY,
Governor of Wyoming, State Capitol Build-
ing, Cheyenne, Wyo.

Dear GoveErNorR HATHAWAY: On Thursday,
October 25, 1873, the Casper radio stations
carried a report that Representative John E.
Moss from California had written to Presi-
dent Nixon alleging that major oil companies
were depleting Naval Petroleum Reserves in
California and Wyoming by locating and
producing wells adjacent to the Reserve
boundaries. It is my understanding that this
story also appeared in the Laramie newspa-
per on Friday, October 26, 1973.

Representative Moss claimed in his state-
ment that this was resulting in “windfall”
profits to major oil companies and that the
situation paralleled the Teapot Dome
scandal in magnitude, and that something
should be done to remedy the situation
immediately.

The facts of the matter are that the Tea-
pot Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 3 is ad-
Joined on the East by producing wells oper-
ated by Union Oil Company of California
and Teapot Oil & Refining Company, a very
small independent. The Reserve is bordered
on the Northwest by Terra Resources, Inc.,
the operator of the South Salt Creek Unit.
Almost the entire West flank and North and
South boundaries have no wells that are
producing outside of the Petroleum Reserve.
Wells which are operated by Terra Resources,
Inc. on the Northwest flank are alternated
with water injection wells, which effectively
prevent the migration of oil across tha
boundary line,

The following is a statistical review of the
volumes of fluid which have been produced
during August of 1973:

Union Oil Company of California:

No. of producing wells: 11,

No. of shut-in wells: 686,

Oil: 1,722 bbls.

‘Water: 23,954 bbls,

Gas: None.

Teapot Oil & Refining Company:

No. of producing wells: 40,

No. of wells shut-in: 21,

Oil: 2,435 bbls.

Water: 2,123 bbls.,

Gas: None,

Terra Resources, Ine.:

No. of producing wells: T.

No. of wells shut-in: 8.

No. of active injection wells: 8.

Oil: 3,840 bbls.

Water: 2,637 bbls,

Gas: None.

U.8. Navy:

No. of producing wells: 75,

No. of wells shut-in: 60.

Oil: 12,980 bbils,

Water: 207,104 bbls,

Gas: 8,029 MCPF,

This situation has prevailed for a con=
siderable length of time, and it is my opinien
that the substantial imbalance of total fluid
withdrawals from within the Reserve over
that from offsetting properties precludes any
possibility of drainage from the Reserve to
offsetting property. Conversely, if drainage is
occurring, it is more likely to be toward the
Reserve and to the benefit of the U.S. Navy.




36998

This information is furnished for your
consideration and disposition as you see fit.
Very truly yours,
DoxNALD B, BASKO,
State Oil and Gas Supervisor.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C. November 12, 1973.
Hon, STaAN HATHAWAY,
Governor, State of Wyoming, Cheyenne, Wyo.

Dear GoveErNor: I am in receipt of your
letter of October 31, accompanied by an en-
closure purporting to contradict evidence
I have made available to the President re-
garding the Teapot Dome Naval Petroleum
Reserve, Perhaps the following information
and citations will illuminate the situation
for you regarding how certain private in-
terests have been allowed to drain oil from
and damage the Teapot Dome Reserve.

To substantiate your disagreement with
my public position, you included a letter
sent you by Mr. Basko, Wyoming's State Oil
& Gas Supervisor, purporting to develop fac-
tual material. If anything, that communica-
tion further reinforces my position that pri-
vate oil interests have been allowed by gov-
ernment agencies to violate Federal regula-
tions, and have drilled wells against Navy
protests, damaging Teapot Dome and forcing
the Navy to drill offset wells within the Re-
serve to prevent further drainage.

As Basko's letter points out, drilling around
boundaries of Teapot has been going on
gince 1958. The U.S. Geological Survey bears
the onus of having allowed an exception to
a Federal regulation forbidding drilling of
wells by private operators within 200 feet
of a Naval Petroleum Reserve. Title 30, Part
221.20, Code of Federal Regulations.

This situation was conclusively revealed
by a report to the Congress from the Comp-
troller General of the United States and
his General Accounting Office. That report,
dated October 5, 1972, No. B-66027, is en-
titled: “Capability of the Naval Petroleum
& Ol Shale Reserves to Meet Emergency Oil
Needs.” I refer you specifically to pages 26
and 27.

Private drilling in the Shannon Sand, on
the eastern boundary of Teapot, created a
drainage problem for the Navy in 1968. As
a result, Navy has drilled some 104 offset
wells within the Teapot Dome Reserve in a
period of three years.

The next drainage problem occurred north-
west of the reserve in the Second Wall Creek
Sand in October of 1965, causing the Navy
to drill 18 offset wells between that time and
1967. The Shannon case involved MEM Co.
The Second Wall Creek Sand case involved
a subsidiary of American Metal Climax; a
company named Amax, later bought out
by Consumers Refining Association, which
was in turn purchased by Terra Resources.
Amax received an exception from the Geo-
logical Survey, allowing it to violate the
Federal regulation over Navy protests, and
to drill within 200 feet of the Teapot bound-
ary. This occurred in 1865.

In the Shannon Sand case, from December
9, 1958, to January 1, 1973, 2 and % mil-
lion barrels of oll have been taken ocut by
the Navy through offset wells and disposed
of through Western Crude Refining Co.; oll
the Navy would rather not produce, pre=-
ferring instead to keep it in the ground for
national defense purposes. In the case of
the Second Wall Creek Sand, the Navy has
had to produce 1.1 million barrels from
September of 1965 to January 1, 1973. This
makes a total of 3.6 million barrels of oil
-reserved for national defense produced and
sold because of the Survey's actions. It is
known that private operators have produced
1.8 million barrels of oil up to January,
1973, from the area known as B-1, Salt Creek
South Unit, Second Wall Creek Sand. This
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comes to a grand total of 5.4 million barrels
of oil taken out, to the best of my knowl-
edge, by both private operators and the
Navy, from Teapot and its environs, all in
violation of Federal regulations.

Activities by private operators have caused
water from the process used to invade the
Teapot Reserve, damaging its wells and
eroding their produceability. To get oil out,
the Navy must drill more wells and extract
water. All such damaging activities were
going on with full knowledge and permission
of the Bureau of Land Management of the
Interior Department.

To further enlighten you and Mr. Basko
let me quote from a second document veri-
fying this situation. Entitled: “History of
Naval Petroleum & Oil Shale Reserves,” and
dated October 1 1973, it was prepared by
the Office of Naval Petroleum & Oil Shale Re-
serves of the Department of the Navy. Quot-
ing from pages 11 and 12:

“Operators on the eastern boundary of
the reserve obtained commercial ofl pro-
duction from the shallow Shannon Sand by
use of the then new oil production tech-
nique called ‘sand fracturing’. This again
opened the gquestion of drainage. Operations
of these adjacent operators were placed
under surveillance and data were assembled
to permit an engineering study. Both Geolog~
ical Burvey and Navy’'s engineering consult-
ants concluded that drainage from the Re-
serve was probably occurring.”

“All information obtained indicated pro-
duction (inside the reserve) was necessary
to prevent drainage of oil from the Reserve.”
“To date some 104 Shannon wells have been
drilled to protect 4 and 14 miles of common
boundary.”

“Private operators on the northwest border
of the reserves initiated a secondary recovery
project in October, 19656 by injecting water
into portions of the Second Wall Creek
formation. Offset production by Navy be-
came necessary after efforts to persuade the
private operators to change their flood pat-
tern failed. With the concurrence of an-
other government agency the private opera-
tors drilled water injection wells 50 feet from
the reserve boundary which compelled the
Navy to commence a costly offset drilling
and producing program in order to protect
the Reserve from most of the damaging
effects of the invading waters.”

Returning to Mr. Basko's letter, we can
note that he has apparently overlooked the
illegality of activities at taxpayer and na-
tional defense expense, while acknowledging
they have been going on. If he has docu-
mentation refuting what the Navy and U.S.
General Accounting Office have published,
by all means let him enlighten me. I hope
this communication has helped clear up
questions you have had about this situa-
tion, I know you share my concern over
what has occurred and will join in seek-
ing a full investigation.

Sincerely,
Joun E. Moss,
Member of Congress.

TRIBUTE TO THE PROGRESSIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. STARK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the editors
of the magazine The Progressive have
written an editorial statement followed
by a draft bill of impeachment in the
December issue that I commend to the
attention of my colleagues. I am today
introducing these articles of impeach-
ment. The high crimes and misdemean-
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ois presented form the most concise yet
comprehensive statement I have seen on
the need to begin impeachment proceed-
ings:
A Cawr To AcTiON
(By the Editors of The Progressive)

Crisis, The word has been overworked by
all of us, and particularly by those engaged
in reporting, analyzing, and interpreting the
news. We have been recording monthly,
weekly, daily crises for longer than we care
to remember—foreign and domestic crises,
military and political crises, economic, moral,
and cultural crises. A headlined crisis no
longer generates alarm, or even profound
concern. Ho hum, another crisis. . . .

But the crisis that grips America today is
of another, higher magnitude—one that de-
serves, perhaps, a new term that has not been
eroded by abuse. It swirls, of course, around
the person of the President of the United
States, but it impinges on every facet of the
national life and character. We are con-
fronted, suddenly and dramatically, with
fundamental questions about our national
community—questions that demand swift
and decisive answers.

Are we prepared, after almost 200 years,
to abandon our experiment—intermittently
successful but always hopeful—in enlight-
ened self-government? Will we permit our
highest and most powerful office—an office
whose occupant can literally decide the fu-
ture and even the survival of the nation and
the world—to remain in the hands of a man
who has, in the words of the American Civil
Libertles Union, “made one thing perfectly
clear: He will function above the law when-
ever he can get away with it"? Will we re-
frain, because of our timidity or sheer inertia,
from availing ourselves of the remedies pro-
vided by the Constitution of the United
States for precisely such an emergency?

Three years remain in Richard M. Nixon's
second Fresidential term—time enough for
him to compound and render irreversible
the catastrophic damage he has already done.
It is understandable that the President may
feel that if he can survive in office for those
three years, he will have achieved a measure
of vindication. But his vindication will be our
indictment and conviction. If we, the Ameri-
can people, knowing what we now know
about this President and his Administration,
permit him to serve out his term, we will
stand condemned in history for the grave of-
fense of murdering the American dream.

These pages go to press amidst a chorus of
demands for Mr. Nixon's resignation. The
demands emanate not only from Mr. Nixon's
long-standing critics—his “enemies,” as he
would doubtless style them—but from many
who were, until recently, among his most
enthusiastic supporters, The editors of Time,
in the first editorial of the magazine's fifty-
year history—at least the first so labeled—
called on him to “give up the Presidency
rather than do further damage to the coun-
try.” The same suggestion has been advanced
by newspapers which, only a little more than
a year ago, were unreservedly advocating his
re-election and which, only months ago, were
minimizing the gravity of the Watergate dis-
closures; by Republican politicians who fear,
not without justification, that the President
is now an intolerable burden to their party;
by businessmen who no longer can vest their
confidence in Mr. Nixon as the chosen in-
strument of corporate prosperity.

Mr. Nixon would derive some obvious bene-
fits if he were to heed this advice and re-
linguish his office. Unlike his recently de-
parted Vice President, Spiro T. Agnew, he
would not have to couple his resignation with
a guilty plea to any crime. Like Mr. Agnew,
he could continue to proclaim his inno-
cence—and to denounce his “enemies”"—in
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perpetuity. He has always relished the role
of victim, and he could carry it to oblivion.

At the same time, the Congress would be
spared from exercising a responsibility which
it clearly does not welcome—the responsi-
bility of impeaching the President of the
United States. And the American people, the
people who only a year ago gave the Presi-
dent an unprecedented mandate and whose
disenchantment has now reached unprece-
dented depths, could breathe a deep sigh
and go about the business of restoring a
measure of order and hope to their national
affairs.

But the decision to resign is, ultimately,
the President's alone to make, and the word
from the White House at this writing is that
he will not be moved (or removed). He has
“no intention whatever of walking away
from the job I was elected to do,” he told the
nation on November 7.

It is our judgment, and we believe it is
the American people’s judgment, that the
job he has done is enough.

Until and unless the President changes his
mind about resigning, the decision to resolve
the crisis that grips the nation will be ours
to make—for only by exerting immense and
unremitting pressure can we convince the
Congress that it must discharge its constitu-
tional responsibility. Public opinion has
already persuaded some legislators to aban-
don their customary vacillating stance. Pub-
lic opinion, forcefully applied, can move the
requisite number of Representatives to em-
bark on the process of impeachment.

The first order of business confronting
Congress is to fill the vacancy in the Vice
Presidency. Mr. Nixon's designee, Repre-

sentative Gerald R. Ford of Michigan, would
hardly be our first (or thousandth) choice;
he is, in our view, unsuited intellectually
and politically to hold the nation’s highest
office. But glven the cholce—and it is the
choice we are given—between mediocrity
(Mr. Ford) and moral disgrace (Mr. Nixon),

we have no difficulty choosing the former.
America has muddled through with mediocre
leadership before, but it cannot go on much
longer with leadership that is morally bank-
rupt.

Once a Vice President has been installed,
the “engine of impeachment''—James Madi-
son’'s term—can be set in motion. It is an
engine that the leaders of the House and
Senate clearly would prefer not to start, but
it can be ignited by any member of the House
of Representatives who chooses to take the
floor and declare: “Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
question of constitutional privilege. ... I
impeach Richard M. Nixon, President of the
United States, for high crimes and misde-
meanors.”

RESOLUTION

Whereas there is substantial evidence of
President Richard M. Nixon's violation of
his oath of office, the Constitution and laws
of the United States, and his unlawful usur-
pation of power: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That President Richard M. Nixon
be impeached for high crimes and misde~
meanors under article II, section 4, of the
Constitution of the United States; and be it
further

Resolved, That the articles agreed to by
this House, as contained in this resolution,
be exhibited in the name of the House and
of all the people of the United States, against
Richard M. Nizxon, President of the United
States, in maintenance of the impeachment
against him of high crimes and misdemean-
ors in office, and be carried to the Senate
by the managers appointed to conduct the
said impeachment on the part of the House.

Articles exhibited by the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States, in the
name of themselves and all the people of the
United States, against Richard M. Nixon,
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President of the United States, charging
him with high crimes and misdemeanors in
office.
ARTICLE I
That Richard M. Nixon, President of the
United States, through his personal acts and
thuse of his appointees and aides, has fos-
tered, tolerated, and attempted to conceal
the worst political scandals in this nation's
history, thereby paralyzing the Government,
inviting the contempt of the American peo-
ple, and casting discredit on our country
and its leadership throughout the world.
ARTICLE II
That he is, and must be held accountable
for the crimes committed by many of his
subordinates, for it is his responsibility, as
Madison observed, “to superintend their con-
duet so as to check thelr excesses.” If he
was aware of their offenses, he is criminally
culpable,; if he was unaware, he is eriminally
inept.
ARTICLE III
That he has attained and retained the high
office he now holds through the use of il-
legal means, to wit: His agents have ex-
tracted secret and unlawful campaign con-
tributions from various special interests in
return for pledges of favorable government
action in their behalf; they have authorized
and commissioned snoopers and second-story
men, styled “plumbers,” to burglarize and
spy on his political opponents, in violation
of the common criminal statutes; they have
hired saboteurs to employ various “dirty
tricks” to disrupt a political campaign.
ARTICLE IV

That he has attempted to undermine, cir-
cumvent, or annul the guarantees of the
Bill of Rights—particularly the rights to pri-
vacy, freedom of speech, and freedom of the
press—by: mounting an unprecedented cam-
paign of harassment and vilification against
the media of news and information; employ-
ing illegal wiretaps to spy on journalists and
critics of his Administration; encouraging
his aldes to devise means of intimidating the
media by use of governmental powers; em-
barking on political trials designed to silence
those who dissented from his policies.

ARTICLE V

That he has arrogated to himself powers
not conferred by the Constitution, or powers
expressly reserved to Congress, to wit: He
has secretly, illegally, and deceptively or-
dered the bombing of a nation—Cambodia—
without the knowledge or consent of the
American people and their elected repre-
sentatives; he has unlawfully impounded
Federal funds totaling many millions of dol-
lars that were duly appropriated by Congress
in legislation he himself had signed; he has
invoked a nebulous and dubious doctrine of
“executive privilege” to withhold from the
people information about the people’s busi-
ness,

ARTICLE VI

That he has employed fraudulent schemes
to muster—or create an appearance of—
public support for his Administration’s major
policies, especially with respect to the un-
lawful invasion and bombing of Cambodia.
These schemes have involved the placement
of newspaper advertisements concocted in
the White House, the generation of inspired
letters and telegrams of support, and the
manipulation of public opinion polls.

ARTICLE VII

That he and his associates have conspired
in sundry schemes to obstruct justice by:
attempting to withhold evidence in criminal
cases pertaining to the Watergate Affair; dis-
missing the Special Prosecutor, Archibald
Cox, when he proved determined to do his
job; tendering bribes to defendants and wit-
nesses to induce them to remain silent or
offer perjured testimony; persuading the
former director of the FBI to destroy evi-
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dence; invoking “non-existing conflicts with
CIA operations” to thwart an FBI inquiry;
attempting to Influence the judge in the
Pentagon Papers trial; ordering the Attorney
General not to press a series of antitrust ac-
tions against the International Telephone
and Telegraph Corporation.

ARTICLE VIII

That he has subverted the integrity of
various Federal agencies by sanctloning ef-
forts to: bring about a reversal of the Agri-
culture Department’s policy on dairy price
supports to accommodate major campaign
contributors; involve the CIA and the FBI in
unlawful operations assoclated with the op-
erations of the “plumbers;” exert pressure
on independent regulatory agencies to hand
down decisions favorable to his friends and
supporters; employ the Internal Revenue
Service to punish his “enemies.”

ARTICLE IX

That he has conducted his personal affairs
in a manner that directly contravenes the
traditional Presidential obligation to demon-
strate "moral leadership,” to wit: He has
used substantial amounts of the taxpayers’'
money to pay for certain improvements and
maintenance of his private homes—expendi-
tures that can in no way be related to se-
curity requirements or any other public
purpose; he has taken advantage of every
tax loophole permitted by law—and some of
doubtful legality—to diminish his own tax
obligations; he has entered into question-
able arrangements with his friends to ac-
quire large personal property holdings at
minimal cost to himself; he has publicly and
emphatically defended one of these friends,
C. G. (Bebe) Rebozo, at a time when various
Federal agencies were conducting supposedly
impartial investigations into his financial
affairs.

ARTICLE X

That he has attempted to deceive the
American people with respect to virtually
every particular cited in this Bill of Impeach-
ment, by withholding information and evi-
dence; by misstating the facts when they
could no longer be totally suppressed; by
constantly changing his version of the facts,
50 that the people could no longer place any
credibility whatever in statements emanat-
ing from the Chlef Executive of their Gov-
ernment, to the point where it now seems
doubtful that he would be believed even if
he were to begin, miraculously, to tell the
truth.

HEALTH CURES ARE NOT THROW-
AWAYS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CAREY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, today in America there are over 100,-
000 sufferers from hemophilia—100,000
Americans, young and old, who cannot
live the kind of active, productive,
and secure life you and I and our children
are privileged to live. These 100,000 of
our fellow citizens live in a kind of
physical limbo, never knowing when next
they may be struck with crippling pain
and possible death. For the hemophiliac
routine dental care is extremely dan-
gerous—surgery can be fatal.

The efforts in research for cancer and
heart disease have been accelerated in
the past several years. We expect to be
spending close to a billion dollars a vear
in seeking to conquer cancer alone. This
is not only necessary and good, it is the
least the world, and the civilizations this
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globe bears, should expect from a Nation
whose wealth and power have been the
wonder of the world.

But Mr. Speaker, there is no need to
look further for a cure to hemophilia.
While research is needed, and needed
very badly, to improve the therapeutic
agent and to make it more effective and
available, still the treatment cure is now
in our hands. We have it in hand and it
works. A parallel can be drawn between
the effectiveness of insulin in the treat-
ment of diabetics, and the effectiveness
of Factor VIII in the treatment of hemo-
philiacs.

Yet, the parallel between Factor VIII
and insulin collapses when you discuss
availability. Insulin is affordable to the
average family; treatment for the hemo-
philiac with Factor VIII costs approxi-
mately $6,000 per year. Obviously, the
average family cannot afford to pay this
$6,000 per year—a small amount when
you realize it permits a hemophiliac to
live a mnormal life, but such a large
amount when it means draining the
economic life from a whole family, de-
priving other children of higher educa-
tion, cutting off the family from pleas-
ures and educational experiences they
cannot ever afford, plaguing the parents
and the child with needless guilt.

That is why I say to this honorable
House that we must not permit the
scientific breakthrough that controls
hemophilia to become a “throw-away.”
We must not and cannot see the lives of
these Americans thwarted because the
economic means are not to be found in
the private sector to permit these Amer-
jeans to live sound and productive lives—
contributing to the economic and social
mainstream of the Nation and their
neighborhoods.

Mr. Speaker, it is for this reason that
today I introduce legislation to make
treatment available to every hemophiliac,
to stimulate scientific research to make
this treatment accessible without any
outside financial assistance, and fo
help assure that these Americans are able
to live lives of self-respect and self-
support.

Hearings

are scheduled to begin
tomorrow on companion legislation in
the Senate before the Health Subcom-
mittee, chaired by Senator KeNnEpy. I
am pleased to join with the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Labor
and Public Welfare Committee, Senator

WiLLiams, in introducing the Hemo-
philia Act of 1973.

It is my understanding that early next
year, the distinguished chairman of the
House Public Health and Environment
Subcommittee, Congressman ROGERS,
plans to hold hearings on the Nation's
needs for a coordinated and more
efficient blood-collecting, processing and
distribution policy and system.

I am pleased to hear that the legisla-
tion I introduce today will be part of the
subject matter considered at these hear-
ings. I find this very gratifying, not only
because of my determination to push for
passage of hemophilia legislation, but be-
cause the legislafion I introduce today,
through its provisions for treatment and
{fractionating centers, can make a signal
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contribution to whatever national policy
and system Chairman Rogers and the
Subcommittee on Health devise.

Mr. Speaker, just a few moments ago,
I was privileged to meet and host a
luncheon for the Hemophilia Poster
Child. Andrew Thorne, the T-year-old
son of Mr. and Mrs, Lawrence Thorne of
Upper Saddle River, N.J., and his brother
Stephen, and sister Suzanne, visited the
Capitol with their parents today, and
were able to spend some time visiting
with me and other Members of Congress.

I welcome Andrew Thorne, the Hemo-
philia Poster Child to the Nation’s
Capitol. I am sure I express the feelings
of the entire membership of the House
when I wish Andrew and his brother,
Stephen, who is also a hemophiliac, the
best of everything. And, clearly, Mr.
Speaker, the legislation I introduce today
will help make that possible not only for
Andrew and Stephen, but for the tens of
thousands of young boys across the
Nation, who will be able to live and grow
as your son and my sons are able to
live and grow.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
Recorp I include the text of the bill:

HR. 11479
A bill to amend the Public Health Service

Act to provide for programs for the diag-

nosis and treatment of hemophilia.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Hemophilia Act of
1973".

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE
Sec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares—
(1) that there are a significant number of

individuals residing in the United States
who suffer from hemophilia,

(2) that there exists today the technology
and the skills to enable such indi iduals to
lead productive lives;

(3) that the high cost of such technology
and skills are in most cases denylng the
benefits of such advances fo Individuals
suffering from hemophilia.

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act
to pguarantee individuals suffering from
hemophilia their entitlement to care com-
mensurate with the technology and skills
that are available.

Skc. 3. Title XI of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 201) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new part:

“PART C—HEMOPHILIA PROGRAMS
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 1121, As used in this part the term—

“(1) ‘hemophilia diagnostic and treatment
center’ means an entity which provides the
following:

*“(A) access for all Individuals suffering
from hemophilia who reside within the geo-
graphic area served by the center;

“(B) programs for the training of profes-
slonal and paraprofessional personnel in
hemophilia research, diagnosis, and treat-
ment;

“(C) a program for the diagnosis and
treatment of Iindividuals suffering from
hemophilia who are beilng treated on an out-
patient basis;

“(D) a program for association with pro-
viders of h~alth care who are treating in-

dividuals suffering from hemophilia in areas
not conventently served direetly by such cen-

ter but which is more convenient (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) than the next geo-
graphically closed center;

“(E) programs of social and vocational

November 14, 1973

counseling for individuals suffering from
hemophilia;

“(F) individualized written programs for
each person treated by or in association with
such center; and

“(G@) complies with guidelines for treat-
ment established by the National Hemo-
philia Advisory Board, under this part.

“ENTITLEMENT TO TREATMENT

“Sec. 1122. (a) Any Individual suffering
from hemophilia may file a claim for bene-
fits under this part with the Secretary in
such form and contalning such information
as he may reasonably require.

“(b) Benefits under this part shall be paid
to, or on behalf of a claimant, in an amount
equal to 100 per centum of the actual cost
of providing blood, blood products, and serv-
ices associated with the treatment of hemo-
philia, less—

*{1) amounts payable by third parties (in-
cluding governmental agencies), and

“{2) amounts determined by the Secretary
(In accordance with subsection (c)) to be
payable by the individual suffering from
hemophilia.

“(e) In determining the amount which
may be payable under subsection (b) (2)
the Secretary, after consultation with the
Secretary of the Treasury, shall establish a
schedule of cost sharing by such individual
based upon the adjusted gross income of
such individual.

*{d) Any claim submitted under this part
shall contain a certification that treatment
provided to the claimant Is in accord with
the guidelines promulgated by the National
Hemophilia Advisory Board pursuant to the
authority granted under this Act.

“(e) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal years beginning July
1, 1973, and ending June 30, 1976, such sums
as may be necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this section.

“TREATMENT CENTERS

“Sec. 1123. (a) The Secretary shall provide
for the establishment of no less than fifteen
new centers for the diagnosis and treatment
of individuals suffering from hemophilia.

“(b) (1) In carrying out the purposes of
subsection (2) the Secretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private en-
tities, and may enter into contracts with
public and private entities for projects for
the establishment of hemophilia diagnostic
and treatment centers as defined in section
1121,

“(2) No grant or contract may be made
under this part unless an application there-
for has been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary. Such application shall be in
such form, submitted in such manner and
contain such information as the Secretary
shall by regulation prescribe.

“(8) An application for a grant or con-
tract under this part shall contain assur-
ances satisfactory to the Secretary that the
applicant will serve the maximum number
of individuals that its available and poten-
tial resources will ensble it to effectively
serve,

“(c) In establishing such centers the Sec-
retary shall—

“(1) take into account the number of
persons to be served by the program sup-
ported by such center and the extent to which
rapid and effective use will be made of funds
by such center; and

“(2) glve priority to programs operating In
areas which the Secretary determines have
the greatest number of persons in need of the
services provided under such programs.

“{e) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974, $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976,
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“PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE FACILITIES

“Sec. 1124. The Secretary shall establish a
program within the Public Health Service to
provide for diagnosis, treatment, and counsel-
ing of individuals suffering from hemophilia.
Such program shall be made available
through the facilities of the Public Health
Service to any individual requesting diag-
nosis, treatment, or counseling for hemo-
philia,

“BLOOD FRACTIONATION CENTERS

“Sec. 1125. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private en-
tities, and may enter into contracts with
pudlic and private entities and individuals to
establish blood fractionation centers, for the
purpose of fractionating and making avail-
able for distribution blood and blood prod-
ucts, in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary to hemophilia
treatment and diagnostic centers.

“(b) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, $10,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.

“ADVISORY BOARD FOR HEMOPHILIA TREATMENT
STANDARDS

“Sec. 1126. (a) There is hereby established
in the National Institutes of Health a Na-
tional Hemophelia Advisory Board (herein-
after In this section referred to as the
‘Board’) to be composed of twenty members
as follows:

“(1) the Secretary and the Director of the
National Institutes of Health; and

“(2) Eighteen members appointed by the

President.
The persons appointed to the Board shall be
appointed from among persons who are
among the leading scientific or medical au-
thoritles outstanding in the study, diagnosis,
or treatment of hemophilia or in fields re-
lated thereto.

“(b) (1) Appointed members shall be
appointed for six-year terms, except that of
the members first appointed, six shall be
appointed for a term of two years, and six
shall be appointed for a term of four years,
as designated by the President at the time of
appointment.

“{2) Any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed
shall serve only for the remainder of such
term. Appointed members shall be eligible
for reappointment and may serve after the
expiration of their terms until their succes-
sors have taken office.

“(3) A wvacancy in the Board shall not
affect its activities, and eleven members
thereof shall constitute a quorum.

*“(4) The President shall designate one of
the appointed members to serve as Chairman
for a term of two years. The Board shall
meet at the call of the Chairman, but not
less often than four times a year.

“(e) The Board may hold such hearings,
take such testimony, and sit and act at such
times and places as the Board deems advis-
able to investigate programs and activities
conducted under this part.

“{d) Members of the Board who are not
officers or employees of the United States
shall receive for each day they are engaged
in the performance of the duties of the
Board compensation at rates not to exceed
the dally equivalent of the annual rate in
effect for GS-18 of the General Schedule, in-
cluding traveltime; and all members, while
80 serving away from their homes or regular
places of business, may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, in the same manner as such expenses
are authorized by section 5703, title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government
service employed Intermittently.
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“(e) The Director of the Natlonal Insti-
tutes of Health shall make avallable to the
Board such staff, information, and other as-
sistance as it may require to carry out its
activities,

“FUNCTIONS OF THE BOARD

“Sec. 1127. It shall be the function of the
Board to (1) establish guidelines for the
diagnosis and treatment of persons suffer-
ing from hemophilla; and (2) submit a re-
port to the President for transmittal to the
Congress not later than January 31 of each
year on the scope of activities conducted
under this part.

“RECORDS AND AUDIT

“Sec. 1128. (a) Each recipient of a grant or
contract under this part shall keep such
records as the Secretary may prescribe, in-
cluding records which fully disclose the
amount and disposition by such reciplent of
the proceeds of such grant or contract, the
total cost of the project or undertaking in
connection with which such grant or con-
tract 1s made or used, and the amount of
that portion of the cost of the project or
undertaking supplied by other sources, and
such records as will facilitate an effective
audit.

“(b) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Comptroller General of
the United States, or any of their duly au-
thorized representatives, shall have access
for the purpose of audit and examination to
any books, documents, papers, and records
of the reciplent of any grant under this title
which are pertinent to any such grant.”,

ADMINISTRATION SPOKESMEN DIS-
PLAY LACK OF DIRECTION ON
ENERGY POLICY OR: WHO'S IN
CHARGE DOWN THERE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr, FurLToN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I spoke to my colleagues about the need
for leadership, contingency preparations,
and careful planning to meet the current
fuel emergency and future energy supply
problems.

Today I read in the evening paper the
following statements from leading ad-
ministration spokesmen:

Mr. Herbert Stein, Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, is reported
as saying we need sharp fuel price in-
creases and new taxes to relieve the en-
ergy shortage.

Mr. Melvin Laird, the President's Chief
Domestic Adviser, is quoted as saying
Tuesday that we need fuel rationing and
a tax system that would give the proper
incentive for energy conservation.

Mr. George Shultz, the Treasury Sec-
retary, says rationing should be used only
as a last resort and that “if we are in-
telligent about it—rationing—we should
be able to avoid it.”

In the meantime Gov. John Love, the
President's Energy Adviser, says he be-
lieves rationing will be necessary but he
does not know when.

Mr. Speaker, is there any wonder that
the people of this Nation are confused,
concerned, and growing irate about this
energy mess?

The administration is not only not
speaking with one voice on this emerg-
ency it is not even speaking with two or
three voices.

I suppose the best assessment of this
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demonstrated and flagrant lack of pol-
icy was given yesterday by Mr. Bob R.
Dorsey, president and chief executive
officer of the Gulf Oil Corp. While the
statement was not made in the context
of reply to these statements cited above
I believe it is most appropriate. Mr. Dor-
sey said:

If we are deprived of Mideast oil to take
care of growth, it will take us 10 years to
develop the nuclear plants, the coal mines—
that’s the horrible thing. I don't think the
public realizes the gravity of the situation
today and the possible gravity of the situa-
tion 10 to 15 years from now.

Anytime we start, we've got a 10-year pro-
gram in front of us, and we haven't started
yet. We won't start it until the public and
the federal government believe that. Mr.
Dorsey added, and I don't think the federal
government believes it yet.

Nor do I believe the Federal Govern-
ment believes it yet, Mr. Speaker, at least
the executive branch. There is no una-
nimity of opinion downtown as to how
to meet the current challenge. There is
not even unanimity of opinion as to how
to approach the problem.

As I said yesterday—

It is my fervent hope that the Admin-
istration will finally learn that meeting
the fuel emergency requires more than ask-
ing America to turn down its thermostats
and to drive 50 miles an hour. It requires
long and careful planning. It requires con-
tingency programs and it requires leader-
ship.

The need for these is just as great fo-
day and, judging from the statements
in today’s news, it is still unfilled.

DRINAN SUPPORTS AID TO
ISRAEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr, DRINAN)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr, Speaker, the request
of the President for emergency aid in the
amount of $2.2 billion for Israel cannot
and must not be delayed.

Despite the fact that Israel has been
“victorious” in the recent tragic war the
grim reality is that Israel now confronts
problems perhaps more severe than at
any moment in the 25-year history of
this heroic nation.

Among the severe problems confront-
ing Israel are the following:

First. In the recent conflict the num-
ber of nations that lined up against
Israel is appalling. Among them were
the Warsaw Pact nations, all Moslem
countries, India, and several other Asian
and African nations. The Government
of mainland or Red China lent uncritical
support to the onslaught of the Soviet
Union which, of course, must have been
the prime force in planning the date, the
strategy, and the unprovoked assaults
by Egypt and Syria on October 6, Yom
Kippur.

Second. In addition to the hostility of
at least two-thirds of humanity, Israel’s
traditional friends in Europe have
adopted a policy of neutrality. The Com-
mon Market nations, anxious about the
oil from Arab States, gave the impression
that they would be prepared to allow
Israel to go down to defeat rather than
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jeopardize their sources of oil in Arab
nations.

‘Third. Israel could not secure replace-
ment parts for Centurion tanks from
England nor could she obtain equipment
for Mirage jets from France. In addition
Yugoslavia allowed Sovief military trans-
ports to refuel on Yugoslavian soil while
Spain denied similar requests for U.S.
military planes to refuel in that nation.
Only Portugal gave some assistance to
the United States as it transported to
Israel on an emergency basis military
equipment worth almost $1 billion.

Fourth. During the recent war one-
half of all the nations of the world
blamed Israel for starting the 1973 war
when it was overwhelmingly clear that
Egypt and Syria were the clear aggres-
SOrs.

Fifth. As Israel mourned for the 1,854
Israeli soldiers who died in the war it be-
came clearer every day that the Soviet
involvement in the war of 1973 was even
greater than fthe participation of the
U.S.8.R. in the 6-day war in 1967. The
massive intervention of Russia in the war
that began on October 6, was novel even
by Soviet patferns. It is also very clear
that Russia has continued to furnish
military equipment to the Arab nations
even after the cease-fire.

Sixth. In the Security Council, Israel
finds a body of 15 nations, 8 of which
do not even have diplomatic relations
with Israel. Two of these nations—the
U.S.S.R. and mainland China—always
vote against any resolution unless it has
the full support of the Arab States.

In the United Nations there are 12
members of the Soviet bloe, 18 of the
Arab bloe, 41 in the African bloec, and 75
in the nonalined group. Each of these
blocs takes an anti-Israel position. In
addition, the Arab bloe can also domi-
nate the 41 African votes because it pro-
vides finaneial assistance to the Africans.
The nonalined group of nations has a
voting record that is so consistently
against the United States that it practi-
cally conforms with the voting pattern
of the Soviet bloc in its stand against
Israel.

As a result, Israel can count only on
the votes of a handful of northern and
western European countries along with
a few Latin American and Asian coun-
tries with Australia.

This contemporary situation is entire-
ly different from the picture some years
ago when Israel was looked upon in the
family of nations as a young and hard-
working country that was struggling to
win its liberation.

In recent years African countries,
yielding to Arab pressures, have reluc-
tantly broken off relations with Israel
Liberia and EKenya were the latest to
yield. At this time Israel has 5 diplomatic
nations in black Africa whereas 18
months ago Israel had formal diplomatic
nations in 31 African nations.

Seventh. The oil lobby in America and,
indeed, in the entire world continues to
be critical of Israel. In the United States
where the oil lobby has access to the
highest level of Government it has ex-
perienced a new strength by the manu-
factured link between the Arab-Israeli
conflict and the oil shortage.

Texaco, Mobil, and other oil companies
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have sought to link the energy crisis with
the Arab-Israel war and are subtly work-
ing to modify or even reverse the bi-
partisan commitment which the Con-
gress of the United States has always im=
plemented toward Israel since 1948.

It is significant to note that Egypt and
Kuwait are members of GATT—General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade—and
thus subscribe to article 11 of GATT
which states that—

No prohibitions or restrictions other than
duties, taxes or other charges . . . shall be
instituted or maintained by any contracting
party on the importation of any product or
on the exportation or sale of any product

destined for the territory of another con-

tracting party.

Although Saudi Arabia and Iraq are
not members of GATT the United States
has treaties of friendship with Saudi
Arabia and Iraq going back, respectively,
to 1933 and 1940. Discriminatory boy-
cotts violate at least the spirit and prob-
ably the letter of these treaties. In addi-
tion a resolution adopted by the U.N.
General Assembly in 1970 spells out the
friendly relations and cooperations
which nations adhering to the United
States should follow. The resolution
states that—

No state may use or encourage the use of
economie, political or any other type of
measures to coerce another state in order to
obtain from it the subordination of the ex-
ercise of its sovereign rights and to secure
from it advantages of any kind.

I have yet to see any reference by
commentators to the illegality of the
threatened embargo on oil by the Arab
nations.

Eighth. The recent war cost Israel an
estimated $7.1 billion. This sum is astro-
nomical when one considers that the en-
tire annual budget of the small State of
Israel comes to $5 billion,

The direct and indirect loss to Israel
is, moreover, also astronomical. Israel
was compelled to mobilize 35 percent of
its labor force during the recent war.
Building activity came to a halt. Tour-
ism, a major industry in Israel, fell off
catastrophically. Israel’s annual growth
rate which prior to the war had averaged
9.9 percent over the years will in the
present fiscal year be substantially re-
duced. Complicating the export-import
problems of Israel this nation is now
under an Arab blockade which cuts off
access to the Indian Ocean and to the
Orient.

There are many reasons in addition to
the above, Mr. Speaker, why the Con-
gress should act promptly to guarantee
the $2.2 billion grant to Israel. If this
sum proposed in HR. 11088 is enacted
for Israel it will be the first substantial
sum ever given by the United States to
Israel for military purposes. It is aston-
ishing, Mr. Speaker, that between 1946
and 1972, according to the Agency for
International Development—AID—the
United States provided to foreign coun-
tries grants and military assistance total-
ing approximately $55 billion. None of
this grant military assistance ever went
to Israel.

What does détente mean after what
Russia did to Israel in October 19737

It is self-evident that the Arab nations
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would never have started the recent war
unless they had Soviet support and en-
couragement, Soviet training and equip-
ment, and Soviet diplomatic backing.
The Soviets, in short, have provided the
weapons, the incentive, and the powder
keg. Since 1970, the Soviet Union has en-
gaged in one of the largest military
buildups in its entire history. A constant
flow of tanks, aireraft, missiles, and guns
has been directed at Egypt and Syria. All
of this was clearly in violation of the
agreement entered into on August 7, 1970,
between the United States, the Soviet
Union, Egypt, and Israel.

That agreement stipulated that none
of the parties to the agreement would
introduce any new military installations
in a zone extending 30 miles on either
side of the Suez Canal. That agreement
was broken almost immediately after it
was entered into by the placing of sur-
face-to-air missiles in forbidden places.
The Israeli Air Force paid a high price
in the recent war for the failure of the
United States to insist that Egypt and
the Soviet Union adhere to the terms
of the agreement which they made in
August of 1970. It would seem that the
Russians by the illegal buildup of SAM's
sought to bring about circumstances that
would leave the Soviets in possession of
the Suez Canal. The Russian objective
was presumably to make the Suez Canal a
highway for the Soviet navy and mer-
chant fleet.

One of the fundamental purposes of
the proposed $2.2 billion grant for Israel
is to inform the Arab nations and the
Soviet Union that Israel will remain mili-
tarily invulnerable and that any further
attempt by the Arab nations, armed to
the teeth with sophisticated military
hardware from Russia, will end in dis-
aster for the aggressors.

The proposed $2.2 billion to Israel will
be a sign to the Soviet Union that we
want détente but at the same time we
are making it unmistakably clear that we
expect to continue to assist Israel to re-
tain defensible borders and to keep it-
self invulnerable to any external attack.
The $2.2 billion would state categorically
fo Russia that we will not allow the So-
viet Union to conftinue to rush missiles
into the Suez area and to transform the
Middle East into a shooting gallery
where the Jewish people and the State
of Israel are used as a target for the test-
ing of the most sophisticated weapons.
The $2.2 billion proposed for Israel would
signify a thunderous proclamation to
Russia that the United States is not go-
ing to allow the U.S.S.R. to consolidate
its territorial gains in the Middle East
just as it conquered and subjugated the
countries of Eastern Europe during and
after World War II.

Israel’s war of 1973 demonstrates once
again overwhelmingly that Israel is a an
enormous strategic disadvantage because
it has so little space for a nation sur-
rounded by neighbors who openly swear
to destroy it. Prior to 1967, Egyptian
forces were within 10 minutes walking
distance of Israeli villages; today they
are at least 250 miles away. Prior fo
1967, the Jordanian army was 10 min-
utes from Tel Aviv and was actually in-
side Jerusalem. Today Jordan’s nearest
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troops are 55 miles from Tel Aviv and
25 miles from Jerusalem. Prior to 1967,
the borders between Israel and Arab
nations that were dangerous to Israeli
citizens totalled 350 miles; today these
borders number 185 miles. Prior to 1967,
virtually all of Israel was within enemy
artillery range; today no significant part
of Israel can be reached by enemy
artillery group

It is understandable, therefore, that
Israel is resisting pressures to withdraw
to its pre-1967 borders or to the pre-
1973 borders.

The Government and the people of
Israel would be delichted to withdraw
from the burdens of the vast lands
which they have occupied in the wars
of 1967 and 1973. But Israel knows that
Egypt has some 220 Russian-supplied
Mig—-21 interceptors, 120 Su-7 fighter
bombers, 180 helicopters, and at least
130 surface-to-air missile batteries. On
the other side of Israel, Syria has about
30 Su-7 fighter bombers, 100 Mig-29
interceptors, and 8 surface-to-air mis-
siles.

In addition to all of these hideous
weapons Israel knows that the armies
of Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Lebanon,
when combined with the armies of Egypt
and Syria, bring the vast army that sur-
rounds Israel to about 500,000 ground
troops.

Mr. Speaker, Israel needs assistance
in the immediate future. I hope that the
Congress will furnish this assistance even
before all of the Israel POW’s are re-
turned along with the POW’s from the
Arab nations. At this time Egypt holds
about 350 Israel prisoners while Syria
has approximately 130. According to an
official Israel defense spokesman Israel
holds 8,239 prisoners of war from Egypt,
Syria, Iraq, and Morocco.

There is ghastly evidence that Syria
and Egypt are not complying with the
1949 Geneva Convention with respect to
the humane treatment of prisoners of
war. The Soviet Union appears to have
repudiated its agreement with the United
States to the effect that an immediate
exchange of POW's would be carried out
after the cease-fire. It is lamentable that
the Soviet Union was the sole country
among the 15 members of the Security
Council to block a statement on behalf
of the Security Council President and the
U.S. Secretary General calling for the
cooperation of all parties with the Inter-
national Red Cross regarding the POW'’s.

The agonizing question of the POW's
is but one of the several problems beset-
ting Israel at this time. As this nation
of 3 million seeks to return to normalcy
and to prepare for its general elections
on December 31, 1973, it deserves to have,
and I hope that it will have, a commit-
ment by the United States that, despite
the abandonment of Israel by so many
nations of the Earth, the United States
will continue and, in fact, deepen the
commitment which this Nation has had
to Israel since its establishment in 1948,
I hope, Mr. Speaker, that Congress can
demonstrate its continued commitment
to Israel by enacting prior to the ad-
journment of Congress on December 15,
1973, the President’s proposed grant of
$2.2 billion for Israel.
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U.S. DISTRICT COURT RULES COX'S
DISMISSAL ILLEGAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, this after-
noon Judge Gerhard A. Gesell of the
US. district court for the District of
Columbia ruled faverably in a lawsuit
filed by Ralph Nader, Senator Frank E.
Moss, Congressman JEROME R. WALDIE,
and myself against Acting Attorney Gen-
eral Robert Bork for his dismissal of
Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox. The
court noted that Mr. Cox served subject
to congressional rather than Presiden-
tial econtrol, and that Congress had the
power to limit the circumstances under
which Mr. Cox could be discharged and
to delegate that power to the Attorney
General.

As for Mr. Bork's abolition of the Of-
fice of Special Prosecutor on October
23 only to reinstate it less than 3 weeks
later, Judge Gesell stated:

It is clear that this turnabout was simply
a ruse to permit the discharge of Mr. Cox
without otherwise affecting the Office of the
Special Prosecutor—a result which could not
legally have been accomplished while the
regulation was in effect under the circum-
stances presented in this case. Defendant’s
Order revoking the original regulation was
therefore arbitrary and unreasonable, and
must be held to have been without force or
eflect.

This decision represents an impressive
victory for all the American people who
were gravely shocked and disturbed at
the resignations of former Attorney
General Elliot Richardson, Deputy At-
torney General William Ruckelshaus,
and the arbitrary discharge of Mr. Cox,
all precipitated by a President who con-
siders himself above the law. Since Mr.
Cox’s dismissal, I have received thou-
sands of letters, telegrams, and phone
calls demanding the impeachment of
the President for this illegal act. Resolu-
tions calling for the impeachment of
the President or calling for an inquiry
into impeachment have been submitted
by a number of Representatives, includ-
ing myself, citing the dismissal of Cox
as an impeachable offense. Today, the
court has ruled that Cox’s dismissal was
indeed illegal. This decision should leave
no doubt in the minds of Members of
Congress and the American people that
serious grounds for impeachment do, in
fact, exist, and should hasten the Judi-
ciary Committee’s reporting out a bill of
impeachment.

This decision also makes it imperative
that the Congress defer action on the
nomination of Congressman Forp as Vice
President until such time as the Congress
decides one way or another on impeach-
ment. It would be unthinkable that, if
a simultaneous vacancy does come
into being, the American people should
be governed by an appointed Chief Ex-
ecutive. The Congress should therefore
defer action on the nomination, and
enact legislation creating a special
Presidential vacancy.

I insert the full text of Judge Gesell’s
memorandum and order in the Recorp:
[In the United States District Court for the
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District of Columbia, Civil Action No.
1954-73]

RarrH Naper, SEnaTOoR FrANk E. Moss, REp-
RESENTATIVE BELra 5. AB2Uc AND REPRE-
SENTATIVE JEROME R. WaLpie, PLAINTIFFS,
VErsUs RoserT H. BoRE, ACTING ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT

MEMORANDUM

This is a declaratory judgment and injunc-
tion action arising out of the discharge of
Archibald Cox from the office of Watergate
Special Prosecutor. Defendant Robert H.
Eork was the Acting Attorney General who
discharged Mr. Cox. Plaintiffs named in the
Amended Complaint are as listed above.

Some issues have already been decided,
The matter first came before the Court on
plaintiff's motion for preliminary injunction
and a request that the trial of the action
on the merits be consolidated with the pre-
liminary injunction pursuant to Rule 65(a)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, De-
fendant filed opposition papers, and a hear-
ing was held on the detailed affidavits and
briefs filed by the parties. The Court deter-
mined that the case was in proper posture for
8 determination on the merits at that time,

All injunctive relief requested in the pro-
posed preliminary injunction tendered at the
hearing and in the Amended Complaint was
denied from the bench. The effect of the
injunctions sought would have been to re-
instate Mr. Cox as Watergate Special Prose-
cutor and to halt the Watergate investigation
until he had reassumed control. It appeared
to the Court that Mr, Cox's participation in
this case was required before such relief
could be granted. See Rule 19(a) of the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure. Yet Mr. Cox has
not entered into this litigation, nor has he
otherwise sought to be reinstated as Special
Prosecutor. On the contrary, his return to
prior duties at Harvard has been publicly an-
nounced. Moreover, a new Watergate Special
Prosecutor was sworn in on November 5,
1973, and the Court felt that the public in-
terest would not be served by placing any re-
strictions upon his on-going investigation of
Watergate-related matters.

Plaintiffs continue to press for a declara-
tory judgment on the only remaining issue
to be resolved: the legality of the discharge
of Mr. Cox and of the temporary abolition
of the Office of Watergate Special Prosecutor.
Teo this end, it must initially be determined
whether plaintiffs have standing and wheth-
er a justiciable controversy still exists,

Defendant Bork contends that the con-
gressional plaintiffs lack standing* and that
the controversy is moot. This position is
without merit. The discharge of Mr. Cox
precipitated a widespread concern, if not
lack of confidence, in the administration of
justice. Numerous bills are pending in the
Senate and House of Representatives which
attempt to insulate the Watergate inquiries
and prosecutions from Executive interfer-
ence, and impeachment of the President be-
cause of his alleged role in the Watergate
matter—including the firing of Mr. Cox—
is under active consideration.?® Given these
unusual circumstances, the standing of the
three congressional plaintiffs to pursue their
effort to obtain a judicial determination as
to the legality of the Cox discharge falls
squarely within the recent holding of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit in Mitchell wv.
Laird, No. 71-1510 (D.C. Cir. March 20, 1973).
Faced with a challenge by a group of con-
gressmen to the legality of the Indo-China
War, the Court recognized standing in the
following forceful terms:

“If we, for the moment, assume that de-
fendants' actions in continuing the hostil-
ities in Indo-China were or are beyond the
authority conferred upon them by the Con-

Footnotes at end of article,
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stitution, a declaration to that effect would
bear upon the duties of plaintiffs to consider
whether to impeach defendants, and upon
plaintiffs’ quite distinet and different duties
to make appropriations to support the hos-
tilities, such as raising an army or enacting
other civil or criminal legislation. In our
view, these considerations are sufficient to
give plaintiffs a standing to make their
complaint. . . ." Id. at 4.

Unable to distinguish this holding, defend-
ant Bork suggests that the instant case has
been mooted by subsequent events and that
the Court as a discretionary matter should
refuse to rule on the legality of the Cox dis-
charge. This view of the matter is more aca-
demic than realistic, ard fails to recognize
the insistent demand for some degree of cer-
tainty with regard to these distressing events
which have engendered considerable public
distrust of government. There is a pressing
need to declare a rule of law that will give
guldance for future conduct with regard to
the Watergate inquiry.

While it is perfectly tru: that the impor-
tance of the question presented cannot alone
save a case from mootness, Marchand v.
Director, United States Probation Office, 421
F.2d 331, 333 (1st Cir. 1970), the congressional
plaintiffs before the Court have a substantial
and continuing interest in this litigation, It
is an undisputed fact that pending legisia-
tion may be affected by the outcome of this
dispute and that the challenged conduct of
the defendant could be repeated with regard
to the new Watergate Special Prosecutor if he
presses too hard,? an event which would un-
doubtedly prompt further congressional ac-
tion. This situation not only saves the case
from mootness, see United States v. Concen-
trated Phosphate Export Assoc., 393 U.S. 199,
203-04 (1968); Friend v. United States, 388
F.2d 579 (D.C. Cir. 1967), but forces decision.
The Court has before it an issue that is far
from speculative and a strong showing has
been made that judicial determination of

that issue is required by the public inter-
est. Under these circumstances, it would be
an abuse of discretion not to act.

Turning then to the merits, the facts are
not in dispute and must be briefly stated
to place the legal discussion in the proper
context.

The duties and responsibilities of the Of-
fice of Watergate Special Prosecutor were set
forth in a formal Department of Justice reg-
ulation as authorized by statute.’” This reg-
ulation gave the Watergate Special Prosecu-
tor very broad power to investigate and pros-
ecute offenses arising out of the Watergate
break-in, the 1972 Presidential election, and
allegations involving the President, members
of the White House stafl or presidential ap-
pointees, Specifically, he was charged with
responsibility to conduect court proceedings
and to determine whether or not to contest
assertions of Executive privilege. He was to
remain in office until a date mutually agreed
upon between the Attorney General and
himself, and it was provided that '"The Spe-
cial Prosecutor will not be removed from
his duties except for extraordinary impro-
prieties on his part.”

On the same day that this regulation was
promulgated, Archibald Cox was designated
as Watergate Special Prosecutor.” Less than
four months later, Mr. Cox was fired by de-
fendant Bork. It is freely admitted that he
was not discharged for an extraordinary im-
propriety.’ Instead, Mr. Cox was discharged
on the order of the President because he was
insisting upon White House compliance with
a Court Order which was no longer subject
to further judicial review. After the Attor-
ney General had resigned rather than fire
Mr. Cox on this ground and the Deputy At-
torney General had been discharged for re-

Footnotes at end of article.
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fusing to do so, defendant Bork formally dis-
missed Mr. Cox on October 20, 1973, sending
him the following letter: ®

DEAr MR, Cox: As provided by Title 28, Sec-
tion 508(b) of the United States Code and
Title 28, Section 0.132(a) of the Code of
Federal Regulations, I have today assumed
the duties of Acting Attorney General.

In that capacity I am, as instructed by
the President, discharging you, effective at
once, from your position as Special Prosecu-
tor, Watergate Special Prosecution Force.

Very truly yours,
RoeerT H. BORE,
Acting Attorney General.

Thereaiter, on October 23, Mr. Bork re-
scinded the underlying Watergate Special
Prosecutor regulation, retroactively, effective
as of October 21.*

The issues presented for declaratory judg-
ment are whether Mr. Cox was lawfully dis-
charged by defendant on October 20, while
the regulation was still in existence, and,
if not, whether the subsequent cancellation
of the regulation lawfully accomplished his
discharge. Both suppositions will be consid-
ered,

It should first be noted that Mr, Cox was
not nominated by the President and did not
serve at the President's pleasure. As an ap-
pointee of the Attorney General!® Mr. Cox
served subject to congressional rather than
Presidential control. See Myers v. United
States, 272 U.S. 52 (1926) . The Attorney Gen-
eral derived his authority to hire Mr, Cox and
to fix his term of service from various Acts
of Congress. Congress therefore had the
power directly to limit the circumstances un-
der which Mr. Cox could be discharged, see
United States v. Perkins, 116 U.S. 483 (1886),
and to delegate that power to the Attorney
General, see Service v. Dulles, 354 U.B. 363
(1957). Had no such limitations been issued,
the Attorney General would have had the au-
thority to fire Mr. Cox at any time and for
any reason, However, he chose to limit his
own authority in this regard by promulgating
the Watergate Special Prosecutor regulation
previously described. It is settled beyond dis-
pute that under such circumstances an
agency regulation had the force and effect of
law, and is binding upon the body that issues
it. Accardi v. Shaughnessy, 347 U.S. 260
(19564) (“Accardi I'); Bonita v. Wirtz, 369
F. 2d 208 (D.C. Cir. 1966); American Broad-
casting Co. v. F.T.C,, 179 F. 2d 437 (D.C. Cir.
1949); United States v. Chapman, 170 F.
Supp. 447 (E.D. N.Y. 1959) . As the Ninth Cir-
cuit observed in United States v. Short, 240
F. 2d 292, 208 (9th Cir. 1956) :

““An administrative regulation promulgated
within the authority granted by statute has
the force of law and will be given full effect
by the courts.”

Even more directly on point, the Supreme
Court has twice held that an Executive de-
partment may not discharge one of its officers
in & manner inconsistent with its own regu-
lations concerning such discharge. See Vita-
relli v, Seaton, 359 U.S. 535 (1959); Service
v. Dulles, supra. The firing of Archibald
Cox in the absence of a finding of extraordi-
nary impropriety was in clear violation of an
existing Justice Department regulation hav-
ing the force of law and was therefore illegal.

Defendant suggests that, even if Mr, Cox's
discharge had been unlawful on October 20,
the subsequent abolition of the Office of
Watergate Special Prosecutor was legal and
effectively discharged Mr. Cox at that time.
This contention is also without merit. It is
frue that an agency has wide discretion in
amending or revoking its regulations. United
States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 380 (1968).
However, we are once agaln confronted with
a situation in which the Attorney General
voluntarily limited his otherwise broad au-
thority. The Instant regulation contains
within its own terms a provision that the
Watergate Special Prosecutor (as opposed to
any particular occupant of that office) will
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continue to carry out his responsibilities un-
til he consents to the termination of that
assignment.”* This clause can only be read
as a bar to the total abolition of the Office of
Watergate Special Prosecutor without the
Special Prosecutor’s consent, and the Court
sees no reason why the Attorney General can-
not by regulation impose such a limitation
upon himself and his successors.

Even if the Court were to hold other-
wise, however, it could not conclude that the
defendant’s Order of October 23 revoking
the regulation was legal. An agency’s power
to revoke its regulations is not unlimited—
such action must be neither arbitrary nor un-
reasonable. Kelly v. United States Dept, of
Interior, 339 F. Supp. 1095, 1100 (E. D. Cal.
1972), Cf. Grain Elevator, Flour and Feed
Mill Workers v. NL.R.B, 3876 F, 2d 774 (D.C.
Cir.), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 932 (1967); Mor-
rison Mill Co. v. Freeman, 365 F, 2d 525 (D.C.
Cir. 1966), cert. denied, 385 U.S, 1024 (1967)
In the instant case, the defendant abolished
the Office of Watergate Special Prosecutor on
October 23, and reinstated it less than three
weeks later under a virtually identical reg-
ulation.'® It is clear that this turnabout was
simply & ruse to permit the discharge of Mr.
Cox without otherwise affecting the Office
of the Special Prosecutor—a result which
could not legally have been accomplished
while the regulation was in effect under the
circumstances presented in this case, De-
fendant's Order revoking the original regula-
tlon was therefore arbitrary and unreason-
able, and must be held to have been with-
out force or effect.

These conclusions do not necessarily indi-
cate that defendant’'s recent actions in ap-
pointing a new Watergate Special Prosecutor
are themselves illegal, since Mr, Cox's evi-
dent decision not to seek reinstatement ne-
cessitated the prompt appointment of a suc-
cessor to carry on the important work in
which Mr. Cox had been engaged. But that
fact does not cure past illegalities, for noth-
ing in Mr. Cox’s behavior as of October 23
amounted to an extraordinary impropriety,
constituted consent to the abolition of his
office, or provided defendant with a reason-
able basis for such abolition,

Plaintiffs have emphasized that over and
beyond these authorities the Acting Attorney
General was prevented from firing Mr. Cox
by the explicit and detailed commitments
given to the Senate, at the time of Mr. Rich-
ardson’s confirmation when the precise
terms of the regulation designed to assure
Mr. Cox's independence were hammered out.
Whatever may be the moral or political im-
plications of the President’s decision to dis-
regard those commitments, they do not alter
the fact that the commitments had no legal
effect, Mr. Cox’'s position was not made sub-
ject to SBenate confirmation, nor did Con-
gress legislate to prevent illegal or arbitrary
action affecting the independence of the
Watergate Special Prosecutor.

The Court recognizes that this case
emanates in part from congressional con-
cern as to how best to prevent future Ex-
ecutive interference with the Watergate in-
vestigation. Although these are times of
stress, they call for caution as well as de-
cisive action. The suggestion that the Judi-
clary be given responsibility for the appoint-
ment and supervision of a new Watergate
Special Prosecutor, for example, is most un-
fortunate, Congress has it within its own
power to enact appropriate and legally en-
forceable protections against any effort to
thwart the Watergate inquiry. The Courts
must remain neutral. Their duties are not
prosecutorial. If Congress feels that laws
should be enacted to prevent Executive in-
terference with the Watergate Special Prose-
cutor, the solution lies in legislation enhanc-
ing and protecting that office as it Is now
established and not by following a course
that places incompatible duties upon this
particular Court. As Judge Learned Hand
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warned In United Stales v. Marzano, 149
F.2d 923 926 (1945):

“Prosecution and judgment are two guite
separate functions in the administration of
justice; they must not merge.”

This Memorandum contains the Court's
findings of fact and conclusions of law. The
rulings made are set out in the attached
Final Order and Declaratory Judgment.

GERHARD A. GESELL,
United States District Judge.
November 14, 1973.
FOOTNOTES

1At the injunction hearing, the Courd
dismissed Mr. Nader as a plantiff from the
bench, it being abundantly clear that he had
no legal right to pursue these claims. Flast v.
Colhen, 392 U.S. 83, 102 (1968).

: Referring to various bills pending in the
Senate, Senator Moss stated, "I am severely
hampered in my ability to discharge my
duties because of uncertainty which exists
with respect to the legality of Special Prose-
cutor Cox's dismissal and the abolition of
his office.” Affidavit of Sentaor Frank E. Moss,
dated October 29, 1973, Congressman Waldie
is a member of the House Judiciary Commit~
tee and both he and Congresswoman Abzug
have introduced resolutions calling for the
impeachment of the President because of the
Cox dismissal and other matters.

#The regulation from which the present
Watergate Special Prosecutor, Mr. Leon Ja-
worskl, derives his anthority and his inde=
pendence from the Executive branch is vir-
tually identical to the original regulation at
issue in this case. See note 13 infra. It is
therefore particularly desirable to enunciate
the rule of law applicable if attempts are
made to discharge him.,

438 F.R. 14688 (June 4, 1973). The terms
of this regulation were developed after ne-
gotiations with the Senate Judieciary Commit-
tee and were submitted to the Committee
during its hearings on the nomination of
Elliot Richardson for Attorney General, Hear-
ings Before the Senate Comm. on the Judicl-
ary, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess. 14446 (1973).

b See U.S.C. § 301,

® Justice Department Internal Order 518-73
(May 31, 1973).

7See Defendant's Brief in Opposition to
Flaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunc-
tion, at 13.

® Exhibit 12 to the AfMdavit of W. Thomas
Jacks.

°38 F.R. 29466 (Oct. 23, 1973).

i See 38 F.R. 14688 (June 4, 1973).

1p US.C. §301; 28 U.S.C. §§ 509-10.

12 See 38 F.R. 14688 (June 4, 1973): “The
Special Prosecutor will carry out these re-
sponsibilities with the full support of the
Department of Justice, until such time as,
in his judgment, he has completed them or
until a date mutually agreed upon between
the Attorney General and himself.”

13 The two regulations are identical, except
for a single addition to the new regulation
which provides that the Speclal Prosecutor
may not even be discharged for extraordinary
improprieties unless the President deter-
mines that it is the “consensus" of certain
specified congressional leaders that discharge
is appropriate. Compare 38 F.R. 30738 (Nov.
9, 1973) with 38 F.R. 14688 (June 4, 1973).

RavrH NapER, SENATOR FRANK E. Moss, Rep-
RESENTATIVE BELLA S, ABZUG AND REPRESENT=
ATIVE JEROME R. WaLDIE, PLAINTIFFS, V.
RoBeERT H, BORE, ACTING ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT

[In the United States District Court for the
District of Ceolumbia, Clvil Action No,
1954-73]

FINAL ORDER AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
On the basis of findings of fact and con-
clusions of law set forth in an accompanying

Memorandum filed this day, it is hereby
Ordered and decreed that:

(1) Plaintiff's motion for leave to file an
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Amended Complaint and add additional
plaintiffs is granted.

(2) Plaintiff's motion for preliminary in-
Junction is denled, and the trial of the action
on the merits is advanced and consolldated
with the hearing on said motion,

(3) Mr. Ralph Nader is dismissed as plain-
Hiff for lack of standing.

(4) All injunctions prayed for in the
Amended Complaint are denied.

(5) The Court declares that Archibald Cox,
appointed Watergate Special Prosecutor pur-
suant to 28 CF.R. § 0.37 (1973), was illegally
discharged from that office.

GERHARD A, GESELL,
United States District Judge.
November 14, 1973.

PROJECTION OF FISCAL SITUATION
AT THE END OF 93D CONGRESS,
15T SESSION

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter,)

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent in his January budget proposed an
expenditure ceiling for this fiscal year
of $268.7 billion, an increase in spending
over the prior fiscal year in the sum of
$18.9 billion. He proposed a unified defi-
cit in the sum of $12.7 billion which
would translate into a debt increase in
the fiscal year of $29.7 billion.

CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING TOTALS

The House in the anti-impoundment
bill approved a spending ceiling of
$267.1 billion and the Senate in a simi-
lar bill approved a ceiling of $268 billion.
The House reduced by $2.3 billion a debt
limit bill that was based on spending of
$270 billion. These bills have not been
enacted into law.

CURRENT ADMINISTRATION ESTIMATE OF
SPENDING

During this session of Congress, the
President has signed into law certain
congressional add-ons to the budget.
There has been a sharp increase in the
estimated interest on the national debt
and other fiscal developments. The Pres-
ident has—as of October 18—revised his
January budget upward to the figure of
$270 billion. That figure includes $2.4
billion in congressional increases signed
into law by the President. The aid to
Israel budget amendment raised the
estimate to $270.6 billion.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET INCREASES

We can now see rather clearly what
the overall fiscal outcome of this session
will be. Actions by Congress have already
added to the estimated spending above
the January budget by about $2.4 billion.
I estimate that by the end of the session,
Congress will have added an additional
sum of $2.6 billion to the amended
spending budget, resulting in a total of
about $5 billion over the January budget.

APPROPRIATION BILLS WITHIN THE BUDGET

I estimate that in appropriation bills
handled by the Appropriation Commit-
tees, the amounts approved will not ex-
ceed the President’s budget for new
spending authority. We should be at
about the level of the President's budget.
BUDGET INCREASES IN NONAPPROPRIATION BILLS

I wish to say again whet I have said

s0 many times before, that budget bust-
ing does not result in the overall from
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actions by Congress on appropriation
bills. Budget busting results from actions
by Congress on nonappropriation bills
which mandate spending. Here is a par-
tial list of mandated spending in non-
appropriation bills which have been ap-
proved at this session:

Food Stamp Amendments
93-86)

Repeal of "bread tax"” (P.L.93-86) __._

Federal employee pay ralse, Oct. 1,
1973 (S. Res. 171)

‘Welfare-medicaid amendments (P.L.
93-66)

Unemployment benefits

(In millions)
(PL.

extension

Veterans' national cemeteries
93-43)

Bocial security—liberalized income
exemption (P.L. 93-66)

School Ilunch amendments

[§ 5 PR

In and out of Congress there is a great
deal of talk about getting a better handle
on Government spending. The principal
remedy lies in better control of spend-
ing provided in nonappropriation bills.

FEDERAL BORROWING

The President estimated on October 18
that it appeared that the unified bdget
for this year would be in balance as a
result of a dramatic increase in revenues
of $14 billion over the January estimate,

Putting it another way, and with more
reality, the most recent administration
estimate is that for this year the Federal
funds deficit will be $15 billion, and the
National debt will increase this year by
about $19 billion. This inconsistency is
explained by the fact that the Treasury
borrows from the excess social security
and other trust funds but fails to count
these borrowings as part of the unified
budget deficit even though the borrowed
funds must be repaid with interest.

THE DEBT LIMIT AND TOTAL SPENDING

It is difficult to calculate what may
develop as a result of increases approved
for spending this year and the debt ceil-
ing of $475.7 billion recently approved
by the House. The administration debt
limit estimate of $480 billion and the
committee recommendation of $478 bil-
lion were based on total outlays of $270
billion in fiscal year 1974. My current
estimate of total outlays is about $273
billion, including the aid to Israel budget
amendment and congressional increases
subsequent to October 18. Funds cannot
be expended which would up the debt
ceiling above the authorized amount.
Whether this will be used by the Office
of Management and Budget this fiscal
year as it was last year to justify im-
poundment of funds made available by
Congress remains to be seen.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR FISCAL SITUATION

The responsibility for our fiscal situa-
tion must be borne jointly by the execu-
tive and legislative branches. The Con-
gress continues to approve budgets badly
out of balance, and the executive con-
tinues to approve congressional initia-
tives in excess of the budget.

EUDGET CONTROL BILL

The issue clearly points up the neces-
sity of better congressional control of
all spending, especially so-called back-
door spending. Hopefully a large part of
the answer will be found as Congress
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pushes to final enactment the proposed
budget control measure.
At this point I will place in the RECOrRD
a table setting forth more details on the
spending estimate for fiscal year 1974.
Fiscal year 1974 spending estimate
Current estimate of fiscal year 1974
spending: Billioms
Administration October 18 estimate $270.0
Aid to Israel budget amendment.._ 0.6
Congressional increases subsequent
to Oct. 18

Expenditure impact of congressional

actions on January budget:
Detail on major completed actions
(estimated fiscal year 1974 outlay
impact) :
. Appropriation bills:
Regular bills:
Agriculture
Interior
Public Works
Transportation
District of Columbia
Legislative — 16
Treasury-Postal Service —42
HUD-Space-Scilence-Veterans ___ —_____
1973 Supplemental bills (1974
outlay impact)

Millions

+75
420
—30
—14

-+799

Subtotal, appropriation bills__
. Legislative bills—backdoor and
mandatory:
Food stamp amendments (P.L.
93-86)
Repeal of “bread tax" (P.L. 93—
86)
Federal employee pay raise, Oct. 1
1973 (8. Res. 171)
Welfare—medicaid amendments
(P.L. 93-66)
Unemployment benefits exten-
sion (P.L. 93-53)
Veterans natlonal
(P.L. 93-43)
Social security—Iliberalized in-
come exemption (P.L. 93-66) -
Winema forest expansion (P.L.
93-102)
Veterans dependents’ health care
(P.L. 83-82)
Alrport development (P.L. 93-44)
REA—removed from budget (P.L.
93-32)
School lunch amendments (HR.
9639)
Civil service retirement items.._._

cemeteries

Subtotal, legislative bills

Total, 1974 outlay impact of
completed congressional ac-

Detall on major pending actions:

1. Appropriation bills:
Labor-HEW e
Defense
Foreign aid
State-Justice-Commerce-Judici-

ary

Senate

2. Legislative bills—backdoor and manda-
tory:

Civil service minimum retirement ..
Mass transit operating subsidies...____.
Federal emplovee health insurance. .
Veteranspensions__ ... ...
Trade reform—readjustment costs.
Veterans drug trealmen

Soclal secimity . .
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3. Possible Inactions: The
net effect on outlays of
inaction on legislative
proposals that would re-
duce budget outlays in
fiscal year 1974 and on
legislative proposals
that would Increase
outlays for fiscal year
1974 could be about
#800 million

Total—Congressional increases
over January budget

[In billions]
The October 18 $270 billion out-

lay estimate for 1974:

Includes the eifect of the follow-
ing major developments:

1. Net increase of $2.4 billion
due to congressional ac-
tion through October 18.

2. Significant increases in esti-
mates for certain un-
controllables:

Interest

Medicaid cost Increases.._.

Disaster assistance

Veterans readjustment ben-
ellE e s

3. Significant decreases in esti-
mates for certaln uncon-
trollables:

Outer Continental Shelf
rents and royalties (offset
against outlays)

Farm price supports

Stockpile esales.

Interest received and other
offset payments

Unemployment trust fund..

Excludes the effect of the following
major developments:

1. Assistance to Israel
amendment

2. Congressional increases sub-
sequent to October 18

budget

IVAN DZYUBA: A UKRAINIAN HERO

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to bring
to my colleagues’ attention the most re-
cent illustration of the brutal policies of
the Soviet Government toward its own
citizens. It is the case of Ivan Dzyuba, a
prominent Ukrainian writer and critic
of Soviet policy on domestic nationalities.
In January 1972, Mr. Dzyuba was arrested
and held incommunicado until he was
sentenced in March of this year to 10
years of prison and exile. His crime was
his ardent defense of the cultural inde-
pendence of religious and national groups
within the Soviet Union. The Soviet Gov-
ernment knows of this man’'s long record
of courage in opposing cultural coercion.
Dzyuba'’s concern has not been confined
to his Ukrainian brothers and sisters. His
universal feeling for ethnic and religious
freedom is reflected in this eloguent
statement he delivered on the 25th An-
niversary of the Babi Yar massacre of
40,000 Jews: “Let the Jews know the
Jewish history, the Jewish culture, and
the Yiddish language and be proud of
them.”

Today's New York Times reports that
Dzyuba has been pardoned from his sen-
tence. He has been quoted by Tass as
having said that he now “unequivocally

November 14, 1973

condemns” his previous work and is now
writing a new book to correct his “past
fallacies.” Again the world is being asked
to believe that the atmosphere of a So-
viet prison has opened the mind of an
intellectual to the truths that had previ-
ously eluded him. What Tass does not
reveal is that Dzyuba is suffering from
tuberculosis. According to the Times,
other Soviet dissidents, have expressed
doubts that he would be able to survive
a full term of 5 years in penal camp and
5 years in exile.

It is reasonable to believe that Dzyuba
was given a choice between his life and
the integrity of his beliefs. It is the
choice imposed upon countless other
Soviet citizens who have dared take ex-
ception to State policies. Such a dilem-
ma must be especially cruel to a man
who has defended the intellectual and
cultural diversity of his countrymen
against government demands of con-
formity.

If we cannot expect Russia to reverse
its habits of oppression, surely we can
do all that is peaceably possible to en-
courage it to allow those subject to bru-
talization to leave. This is the clear in-
tent of the Jackson-Mills-Vanik Trade
Amendment. Certainly we need no fur-
ther revelations of mental and physical
violence against religions, nationalities
and intellectuals to demonstrate the need
for this kind of economic sanction
against the Soviet Union. As the Dzyuba
case shows, this is not simply a Jewish
issue. There is no indication that any
group in Russia wishing to maintain its
freedom of thought is exempt from re-
prisal. As the Ukrainians also know, all
Soviet citizens must face the real possi-
bility that hypocrisy may become neces-
sary for life itself. Those forced into this
position deserve our understanding and
support.

TRUCK POLLUTION: EPA RESPONDS

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, on October 23
I wrote to Russell E, Train, Administra-
tor of the Environmental Protection
Agency stating my view that according
to newspaper reports, it would not be
possible until 1977 or even 1980 that suf-
ficiently stringent antipollution measures
for trucks would be operative. In the
REecorp of October 25 I raised the prob-
lem for the benefit of our colleagues.

In addition, I made the suggestion that
the Environmental Protection Agency
might consider New York City's testing
methods as temporary measures until
better ones were perfected by EPA in the
near future. Most of all, I stressed that
it was intolerable that center cities
should increasingly submit to pollution
emissions from trucks. It was estimated
that 80 percent of central Manhattan’s
air pollution would derive from trucks
by 1980.

I am glad to report that the response
of the Assistant Administrator for Air
and Water programs of EPA, Mr. Robert
L. Sansom, made clear that the Agency
was at work on more relevant test proce-




November 14, 1973

dures to regulate stringent antipollution
measures. Mr. Sansom also reported that
EPA is considering accelerating the
schedule for stricter emission standards
for trucks. If the EPA decides to do so,
Mr. Sansom has stated that full con-
sideration will be given “to the feasibility
of utilizing the standards developed by
New York City.”

The correspondence between Mr. San-
som of EPA and myself follows:

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., October 23, 1973,
Hon. RusseLL B. TRAIN,
Administrator, Environmental
Agency, Waterside Mall,
D.C.

Dear Mg, Train: I was distressed to read
in the accompanying New York Times" arti-
cle the prediction by Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator Eric Stork that new antipollu-
tion regulations for trucks would not be in
effect until 1977 or 1978 and that some of-
ficials of EPA do not expect new standards
until 1979 or 1980.

This delay is intolerable for cities such as
New York, where Department of Air Re-
sources Commissioner Fred C. Hart has esti-
mated that by 1980, 80% of central Man-
hattan’s air pollution will derive from trucks
if new standards are not soon imposed. In
addition, the delay in creating viable anti-
pollution standards will make it virtually
impossible for New York City and many
other cities to comply with EPA's clean air
standards.

New York City has devised test stand-
ards for trucks which however imperfect,
is better than nothing. Is it not possible
for the EPA to establish test procedures by
which truck anti-pollution levels could be
created according to the current state of
the technological art? If established now, to
‘be in effect in one year's time, modifiable
with increased knowledge, these regulations
will serve to substantially reduce the pres-
ently intolerable air pollution our cities suf-
fer.

Protection
Washington,

Sincerely,
Epwarp I. KocH.
US. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

Washington, D.C., November 9, 1973,
Hon. Epwarp I. KocsH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. EKocH: This is in response to
your request for our comments on an article
that appeared in the October 13 issue of the
New York Times. In that article it was sug-
gested that the trucking industry "had
pulled off a coup on the EPA" by escaping
stringent anti-pollution regulations on their
vehicles.

Heavy duty engines used in trucks and
buses have been subject to Federal emission
control requirements, including smoke 1imi-
tation requirements, since the 1970 model
year. Effective with the 1974 model year,
these requirements have been made more
stringent, Particularly as regards smoke,
there is no reason today for a well main-
talned and properly operated post-1870
model truck or bus to emit significant quan-
titles of visible smoke. The key phrase in
the foregoing is “well maintained and prop-
erly operated.” If the operator of a diesel
powered heavy duty vehicle “lugs” that ve-
hicle, Le., if he fails to shift to a lower gear
and thus attempts to get more power out of
the engine than it can reasonably be expected
to deliver for sustained periods of time, the
engine will burn substantially more fuel (in
relation to air) than it should, and thus will
smoke. As regards maintenance, when an en-
gine in a heavy duty vehicle is not properly
maintained, it is very likely that vehicle will
emit visible smoke.
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In addition to emission control standards
that have already been imposed on trucks
and buses, the Environmental Protection
Apency is at work on the development of
new and more valid emission test procedures,
and on the evaluation of the feasibility of
more stringent emission control for heavy
duty engines. We fully expect as & result
of this work to propose even more stringent
standards for heavy duty engines than apply
currently.

As regards your question as to whether
test standards devised for trucks for New
York City which, however imperfect, may
be better than nothing, could be adopted for
the interim wuntil final emission standards
for such wvehicles can be developed, we are
currently making another review to deter-
mine whether or not the schedule for impos-
ing more stringent emission standards for
trucks can be accelerated. In that evaluation,
we will give full consideration to the feasi-
bility of utilizing the standards developed by
New York City.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT L. SANsoM,
Assistant Administrator jor
Air and Water Programs.

A DEATH IN CHILE

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr, Speaker, I have been
very concerned over the barbaric acts
perpetrated by the military junta that
now rules in Chile. The still unexplained
slaying—apparently by summary mili-
tary execution—of one of my constit-
uents, Charles E. Horman, has driven
home the brutality of this regime. In
addition, the allegations cited by mem-
bers of Charles Horman's family describ-
ing the indifference, incompetence, or
brutal callousness of the American Em-
bassy in Santiago, raises the most seri-
ous ethical questions.

I believe that the allegations of Ed-
mund Horman, father of Charles, which
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of October 31, and those of Joyce Hor-
man, Charles’ widow, which are set forth
in this statement, warrant a full investi-
gation by the House Foreign Affairs
Committee. I have urged Chairman
Tromas E. Morean of that commitiee
to make such an investigation.

The letter of Mrs. Joyce Horman to
Senator FULBRIGHT, a copy of which was
sent to me, follows:

New York, N.Y. November 7, 1973.
Hon. J. WiLLiam FUOLBRIGHT,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR FuLeBrIGHT: I returned to
New York City on October 21st, after spend-
ing a tortourous month in Santiago, Chile,
locking for my husband, Charles Horman,
who was taken from our home on Septem-
ber 17th, and summarily executed on Sep-
tember 18th by the Chilean military.

I hope that the treatment to which I was
subjected both by the Chilean military and
by the U.S. Embassy/Consulate will never
be experlenced by any person ever again. I
realize that I have little hope of influencing
the Chilean military’s brutal abuse of hu-
man rights and civil liberties, but I hope
that my statement and the statements of
others can help remedy the callous, uncar-
ing treatment which we received from the
U.S. Embassy/Consulate in Santiago.

The three points which I wish to empha-
size in this letter are:

37007

1. the slow, inadequate steps taken by the
Embassy/Consulate personnel during the first
crucial days after Charles was taken,

2. the general lack of concern for and ir-
ritation with the U.S. citizens who sought
aid and protection of the Embassy/Consulate
at this time,

3. the use of rumors and intimidation on_
the part of this same personnel and by the
U.S. State Department to cover and excuse
their non-action.

In the case of my husband, Charles Hor-
man, the most irresponsible non-action of
the Consulate took place on September 18th.
The Consulate received two telephone calls
early that day stating that my husband was
in the hands of the Chilean military. Purdy
states in a written report that he telephoned
“pertinent” local police stations on that day.

Why did he not go directly to the Nation-
al Stadium?

Why did he not contact the Navy?

Why did he not contact the Army—the Air
Force—the Military Intelligence Service?

I feel that rapid, forceful action at this
time could have saved Charles’ life. In a
meeting with Ambassador Davis, Col. Hon.
Edmund Horman (Charles' father) and me
on October 5, Consul Fred Purdy denied
knowledge of telephone calls to the con-
sulate. I reminded him that both calls had
been noted on the Consulate cards being
kept concerning my husband’'s case. He
checked the cards and confirmed that the
calls had been noted.

In the interviews I had with the Consulate
concerning Charles’ case, it seems to me that
the consulate staff established a line of ques-
tioning for the purpose of ascertaining a
justification for Charles’ seizure—(Was he
politically involved? What were Charles' ac-
tivities? What kind of things were his friends
doing?)—rather than being sufficiently in-
terested in the facts and details of his
seizure. It was necessary for me to recon-
firm and repeat at various interviews that
Charles had been taken from our home by
the Chilean military on September 17th and
that telephone calls had been made by the
Military Intelligence Service to friends on
September 18th, asking about Charles’ char-
acter.

The attitude which I encountered in the
Embassy/Consulate personnel was one of
irritation and annoyance with U.S. citizens
seeking the Consul’s ald during this time of
emergency. For example, after a meeting with
Mr. Purdy, he followed me out of his office
to the outer office where two friends were
waiting for me. He asked for Charles' pass-
port number. I was present when the pass-
port number was telephoned to Mr. Purdy’s
office by an Embassy official earlier that week.
I asked if he had not already received it. He
suggested that perhaps it had been sent
through the mail. I sald incredulously “the
mail?" To this Mr. Purdy responded, “Mrs.
Horner (sic) . . . I mean the Embassy mail.
Now listen, you can read anything you like
into what I say, but if you people don't think
I've been doing my job . . . I haven’t had a
good lunch with my friends for the past 11
days . . . and I missed my baby’s birthday
on the 18th and I've worked late two nights.”
One of my friends gave him Charles’ pass-
port number and my friends and I left the
consulate.

Another example of the attitude of the
embassy personnel was shown at a meeting
on September 26th in Ambassador Davis’ of-
fice. Ambassador Nathaniel Davis and Cap-
tain Ray Davis were present at this meeting.
Captain Davis was asked by the Ambassador
to report on Charles' case. Afterwards, the
Ambassador asked me, “What more can we
do for you?” I sald, "Well—has anyone from
this Embassy gone into the stadium? I un-
derstand that other Embassy representatives
have gone to the Stadium, and have gotten
their people out. Is it possible that it be
arranged that someone from this Embassy or
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that I go to the Stadium and look? If seems
possible that his (Charles’') records may be
lost, and that he’s misplaced, and I would
like to look.

Ambeassador Davis sald that we don't want
to ask favors of this government. If we get
favors, everyone else will expect to get them
too. Then he sald something to the effect
that we do not wish to do possible damage
to our relations with this new Chilean
government,

I repeated my gquestion and he said, “Now
just what did you wish to do at the stadium?
Would you like to look under all the
bleachers and into all the corners?” I replied,
“Yes—why shouldn’t 1?” At this point Cap-
tain Davis changed the subject and we
ended on the note that the Embassy/Con-
sulate would telephone Col. Espinoza (the
officer in charge of the stadlum) and ask
him if Charles’ name was on any of the new
lists. He also told me that I should be patient
and that they would do their best to find
Charles.

The two examples described above illus-
trate the krritation and unwillingness to act
which I encountered in the Embassy/Con-
sulate in SBantiago.

The third point I wish to Mlustrate in-
volves the use of rumors by the State Depart-
ment in Washington. When I returned to
New York, a friend reported to me that she
had spoken with other friends and members
of the press who had called or visited the
State Department to obtain Information
about Charles’ case. These people received
inaccurate, derogatory and prejudicial in-
formation. One example appeared as follows
in the New York Post:

“State Dept. officlals sald they had re-
quested an investigation of Horman’'s death.
They sald they were not convinced he was
not killed by left wing groups masquerading
as soldiers and ‘parading around In uni-
forms' after the coup.

“If it were people on the Left, it would
have to be really wicked people who would
kill him just to make the military look bad,”
said State Dept. spokesman Kate Marshall.”

Before Charles’ death was made official, a
rumor reportedly came from the State De-
partment suggesting that Charles was in
hiding. This covered and confused the fact
that the Chilean military had him and that
the Embassy/Consulate had not located him,

I want to relate a conversation which I had
with my husband after he returned from
five days In Vina, (trapped by the coup).
He and Terry Simon, who was visiting us
from New York City conversed with and
were entertained by U.S. military personnel
in Vina. Charles told me that the U.S. mili-
tary officials exhibited much enthusiasm
about the success and “smooth operation”
of the coup. He also told me that they ex-
pressed a high level of antagonism towards
the former Allende regime. He said he had
been told by the same military personnel
that the Chileans were expecting aid from
the United States, to be channeled through
the North American Naval Mission.

What is the significance of these remarks?
Do they reflect a point of view shared by
the Embassy/Consulate personnel? Would
such & point of view affect the treatment
of Americans in Chile who were not con-
nected with the Embassy? Who is responsible
for the unwillingness to act and irritation
which I encountered at the Embassy/Con-
sulate? Is the Ambassador respousible for
setting the tone of Embassy/Consulate per-
sonnel? Was it Ambassador Davis' declsion
to set the tone which I encountered? Did
orders come down to him from elsewhere? Is
it possible that the kind of people represent-
ing the United States in Santiago were
chosen because of their attitudes? Were they
selected for a purpose? Who are these
people? Who brought them together?

The cooperation of the Embassy/Consu-
late impjoved somewhat during the last two
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weeks of my search for Charles. I feel that
this was due to Inquiries about Charles
made by U.S. Senators, Congressmen, the
White House, the United Nations, prominent
U.S. ciftizens, and the arrival of Charles’
father, Edmund Horman, in Santiago.

Nevertheless, the facts stand that Charles
was taken from our home by the Chilean
Military, and killed in the National Stadium
the day after he was seized. There were no
charges against him. Why was my husband
brutally executed?

Bincerely,
(Mrs.) CHarrLes E. HormaN.

WORLD CONGRESS OF PEACE
FORCES FOR INTERNATIONAL
SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT

(Mr, ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and fo include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the House Committee on Inter-
nal Security, I have on several occasions
in the past called attention to the con-
tinuing efforts of Communist groups and
organizations to exploit the peace move-
ment in this country. On those occa-
sions, I have noted that much of the pre-
liminary planning for the violent anti-
war protest demonstrations in this coun-
try in recent years was done at interna-
tional conferences sponsored by the
World Peace Council. In view of this, I
believe it is important that all Members
of Congress and the American public be
informed of a meeting of the World
Congress of Peace Forces for Interna-
tional Security and Disarmament which
was held in Moscow, U.S.S.R. from Oc-
tober 25-31, 1973, under the sponsorship
of the World Peace Couneil.

Described as “the largest such gather-
ing in history,” the Congress was opened
in the Kremlin’s Palace of Congresses.
Romesh Chandra, the Secretary General
of the World Peace Council, who is also
the leader of the Indian—pro-Soviet—
Communist Party, was elected to be the
chairman. Over 2,000 delegates from
some 140 countries were represented at
the Moscow Congress, with the U.S. dele-
gation of over 150 being among the
largest.

The World Peace Couneil is an inter-
national Communist front which came
into existence in 1948 and currently em-
braces ‘“‘national peace committees” in
over 80 countries. From its inception, the
World Peace Council has defended the
policies of the Soviet Union and has
attacked those of the Western Powers. In
recent years, the World Peace Council's
activities have focused primarily upon
“U.S. aggression” in Southeast Asia and
support of the Soviet call for a new Eu-
ropean security system. Other activities
of the World Peace Council have in-
cluded the organizing of mass protests
against U.S. involvement in Southeast
Asia; chartering a ship to collect medical
goods for the North Vietnamese; waging
a boycott of U.S. firms supplying war
materials and campaigning for the
granting of political asylum in any coun-
try for U.S. military deserters.

It is not surprising that a U.S. delega-
tion would participate in this October
1373 Moscow meeting in view of the fact
that the chairman of the U.S. delega-
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tion, Carlton Goodlett, is a member of
the Presidential Committee of the World
Peace Council. Goodlett, who has a long
record of affiliation with Communist
front groups, was once a teacher at the
Communist-run California Labor School.
Ofher prominent members of the U.S.
delegation were Helen Winter and Hy-
man Lumer, both of whom are members
of the Political Committee of the Com-
munist Party, USA. The attendance of
CPUSA delegates at this international
gathering should help to dispel the no-
tion in some quarters that the CPUSA
acts in isolation and makes ifts own
decisions in complete independence of
the world communist movement.

I have received a firsthand report of
what transpired at this conclave from
a member of the U.S. delegation who has
just returned to the United States. My
source tells me that the U.S. delegation
was given a hearty welcome upon its ar-
rival in Moscow and was freated royally.
In fact, some members of the U.S. dele-
gation were somewhat embarrassed in
that they were afforded better treatment
than that received by other delegations.

On the first day of the Moscow Con-
gress, Leonid Brezhnev, General Secre-
tary of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union, delivered a lengthy welcom-
ing speech to the Congress, which was
termed by U.S. delegation chairman
Carlton Goodlett as “an unforgettable
moment in history.”

Profaning the very meaning and spirit
of peace, the delegates to the Moscow
Congress declared that V. I. Lenin, the
architect of the Soviet power apparatus,
had been a foremost proponent for
peace, and honored Lenin's memory by
visiting his mausoleum.

The Congress received a message of
greetings from U.S. industrialist Cyrus
Eaton, who is well known for his fre-
quent public statements extolling the
virtues of the Soviet Union while at the
same time attacking what he has char-
acterized as the “anti-Russian belliger-
ence of the United States.” Eaton, in his
message to the Moscow Congress, ex-
pressed his delight over the recent agree-
ments expanding trade between the
U.S.8.R. and the United States.

I have been informed by my source
that although the U.S. delegation was
composed of various groups, the CPUSA
was actually in control of the delegation
and gave it leadership and direction.
This appeared to be obvious when the
CPUSA organ, Daily World, reported in
its October 30, 1973 issue that the U.S.
delegation had expressed its indignation
upon hearing that the U.S. Government
had declared a sftate of alert to its
Armed Forces. The U.S. delegation, ac-
cording to the Daily World, endorsed a
statement by the Soviet news agency
TASS which declared that the alert was
“an effort to intimidate the Soviet
Union but that such tactics eould never
succeed.”

The Moscow Congress set up 14 work
commissions which included those de-
voted to peaceful coexistence and inter-
nafional security; Indochina; the Middle
East; Disarmament; National Libera-
tion; Chile; and Struggle Against Co-
lonialism and Racism. It is significant to
note that CPUSA official Hyman Lumer
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chaired the Middle East Commission,
and CPUSA official Helen Winter played
a leading role in the work of the Chile
Commission.

The Reverend Paul Mayer, a Catholic
priest and longtime antiwar activist,
tossed a bombshell into the Moscow Con-
gress when he submitted a document
titled “On Soviet Dissidents.” This docu-~
ment, according to the Daily World,
adopted the position on Soviet citizens
Alexander Solzhenitsyn and Andrei Sak-
harov that has long been promoted by
anti-Soviet forces desperately seeking to
block détente, Reverend Mayer was
charged with having violated the con-
gress’ rules of procedure which directs
that documents should first be presented
for discussion to fellow members of the
participant’s delegation.

It was interesting to note that Rever-
end Mayer's document caused a great
deal of consternation and embarrassment
of the CPUSA members of the U.S. dele-
gation. CPUSA member Pauline Rosen, a
member of the U.S. delegation’s steering
committee, declared that Reverend May-
er's comments were ‘“‘uncorroborated”
and called his document as a whole “de-
visive.” Mrs. Rosen was instrumental in
having the steering committee quickly
draw up a resolution to the full U.S. del-
egation completely disavowing Reverend
Mayer's document.

The Daily World was particularly in-
censed that Reverend Mayer's plan to
submit his document had been told in
advance to the New York Times and
Washington Post. The Daily World, in a
published statement, declared that:

The biased positions of these two papers on
Solzhenitsyn and Sakharov and on Soviet in-
ternational affairs are notoricus all over the
world.

“U.S. imperialism” was singled out by
the Moscow Congress as the main enemy
of peace and social progress and the
“peace forces” were urged to unite in a
common struggle against imperialism.

Among the actions decided on by the
Moscow Congress were the following:

First, the spirit of détente affords an
opportunity to rouse the public con-
science in all countries to advance dis-
armament;

Second, the peace of humanity is jeop-
ardized by Israeli aggression backed by
U.S. forces. The occupation of Arab land
by Israel is unacceptable and all political
parties, mass movements and public or-
ganizations in all countries are to
mobilize public opinion to insure an im-
mediate implementation of the resolu-
tions of the U.N. Security Council for
settlement of the Middle East conflict;
and

Third, peace forces in all countries are
to give the widest possible support to the
struggle of the Chilean people. Peace
forces are urged to set up National Soli-
darity Committees in all countries and to
launch a campaign for an end to terror
in Chile.

The steering committee of the U.S. del-
ecation in a press statement at the con-
clusion of the Moscow Congress stated
that it had learned of “continuing blood-
shed in Indochina, similar struggles in
Africa and Latin America and of move-
ments and people fighting apartheid,
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racism and colonial rule so often sup-
ported by the government which acts in
our name.” The steering committee also
commented that the U.S. delegates have
vowed to return to the United States with
new vigor and will join together in the
continuing struggle for peace.

My source has advised that primarily
through the efforts of the CPUSA mem-
bers of the U.S. delegation, Mrs. Salva-
tore Allende, wife of the late Chilean
Marxist leader, was persuaded to make
a speaking tour in the United States.
Tentative plans call for Mrs. Allende to
deliver her first Communist propaganda
tirade in San Francisco on November 17.

I was particularly interested in the
comments of my source who indicated
that there were a great number of Soviet
police everywhere the U.S. delegation
went. My source noted that the Soviet
citizens appeared to be terrified of the
police.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that the Mos-
cow Congress sponsored by the World
Peace Council is not one motivated for
peace but rather by a desire to arouse
emotional hatred against the United
States and its democratic society. Com-
munists masquerading as prophets of
peace must be placed in proper perspec-
tive for our citizens. Maneuvering under
the appealing label of peace, they serve
only to help achieve Communist objec-
tives. Their self-proclaimed objective
may be peace, but always on Commu-
nist terms.

The World Peace Council, operating
on the international level, has demon-
strated once again in Moscow that it
views the struggle against the United
States as one of worldwide scope. This
gathering shows that the strategy and
tactics to be used in protest against the
United States are continuing to be
mapped out on an international scale
with the World Peace Council calling
the shots.

The decisions made at the Moscow
Congress calling for actions by “peace”
groups around the world for mounting
pressure of the governments of their na-
tions opposing their cooperation with the
United States takes on an entirely dif-
ferent significance when viewed in this
light. It may well be projected that these
“peace” forees will continue to seek to
build a strong political movement
spurred on by a continuous propaganda
barrage to alter U.S. policies and to de-
mean the United States in the eyes of
the world.

COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, several of
my colleagues have recently called to my
attention that they have received
through the mail a copy of the magazine,
Korea Focus, which apparently has been
sent unsolicited to Members of Congress.

Korea Focus is self-identified as an
official publication of the American-Ko-
rean Friendship and Information Center
in New York City. The 1971 Annual Re-
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port of the House Committee on Internal
Security described the American-Korean
Friendship and Information Center as a
“recently formed Communist Party,
U.S.A. front group” that reflects the
Party’s current attempt to unite the is-
sues of withdrawal from Vietnam with
that of withdrawal from Korea. The
committee’s report noted that literature
disseminated by the AKFIC bears union
printing label 209, the label of the
Prompt Press, a New York firm that has
officially been cited by the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States as being owned
by the CPUSA and which traditionally
prints material for party front groups.
Further, the key leadership positions in
the AKTIC are in the hands of identified
CPUSA members. The executive director
and editor of Korea Focus, for example,
is CPUSA Nafional Committee Member
Joseph Brandt, and the secretary is
George B. Murphy, Jr., identified as a
member of the CPUSA in sworn congres-
sional committee testimony in 1956. The
vice chairmen include two current mem-
bers of the CPUSA National Committee:
Dr. Herbert Aptheker, party theoretician,
and Jarvis Tyner, head of the party's
youth group, the Young Workers Libera-
tion League. At least 27 of the 54 initial
sponsors of the AKFIC have been iden-
tified at various times as members of the
CPUSA and the party has given highly
favorable publicity to the activities of the
organization in its press.

The concern and indignation expressed
by some of my colleagues over the receipt
of this unsolicited Communist propa-
ganda is certainly understandable. Prop-
aganda has become the Communist Par-
ty's most powerful single weapon. No seg-
ment of our population and no sphere of
activity in this country has been over-
looked or neglected by the Communists
as targets for their propaganda.

V. I. Lenin, the principal theorist and
orzanizer of the world Communist move-
ment, many years ago, while stressing
the importance of the distribution of
what he termed “illegal literature” by
his band of secret Communist revolu-
tionaries, pointed out the difficulties
which the opponents of communism
would find in coping with it. Lenin
said:

The police will soon come to realize the
folly and futility of setting the whole judiclal
and administrative machine into motion to
intercept every copy of a publication that is
being broadeast in thousands.

Under the circumstances the remedy
and antidote for the poison of Com-
munist propaganda, such as that pub-
lished in Korea Focus must finally be, as
in the case of other propaganda, the
counter-dissemination of knowledge and
truth. This can be most effectively ac-
complished through the educational
process, by which our citizens are alerted
to the import and purpose of Communist
propaganda. Educational programs, by
which our citizens are fully informed of
Communist tactics and objectives, will
generally nullify any possible adverse
effect achieved by the dissemination of
Communist literature, and will further
serve to strengthen our democracy and
its democratic processes.
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ADMINISTRATION PLANS ENDAN-
GER VOCATIONAL REHABILITA-
TION

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, on
Aungust 3 of this year the Select Subcom-
mittee on Education, which I have the
honor to chair, conducted an oversight
hearing on the future directions of the
rehabilitation program for handicapped
Americans.

I convened this hearing, Mr. Speaker,
because of my concern, following two
Presidential vetoes of rehabilitation leg-
islation, as well as the administration’s
announced intentions of cutting back on
rehabilitation training and research,
that this universally acclaimed program
to assist handicapped adults might be
drifting aimlessly.

Imagine our surprise, Mr. Speaker,
when it became apparent at that hearing
that the Administration was seriously
considering a proposal to “cash out” the
highly suecessful 52-year vocational re-
habilitation program.

I refer, Mr. Speaker, fo a June 28
planning memorandum, written by Wil-
liam A. Morrill, Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare.

So alarmed did Corbett Reedy, Acting
Commissioner of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration, become over the
implications of the memorandum, that
on July 18, 1973, he wrote to James
Dwight, Administrator of the Social and
Rehabilitation Service, warning that the
memorandum proposed the “fractiona-
tion and dissolution of the State-Federal
program” of vocational rehabilitation.

Mr. Speaker, let me take a few mo-
ments to advise my colleagues of the con-
tents of the Morrill proposal.

For what he proposed was a series of
options, any one of which would have
had the effect of crippling the highly suc-
cessful 52-year-old program to provide
rehabilitation services to handicapped
men and women.

And among those options, Mr. Speaker,
the one which appeared to find the most
favor with Mr. Morrill was a proposal to
disband the State-Federal rehabilitation
and replace it with a cash assistance
scheme which would enable the disabled
recipient to purchase the services he
needed.

On what basis was that startling pro-
posal put forward?

The basis, I suggest, was almost en-
tirely an ideological one—namely, that
government is best which governs least.

Listen, Mr. Speaker, to the sentence
with which Mr. Morrill began fo justify
his proposition:

The following discussion is based upon the
tenet that any given governmental function

should be carried out at as decentralized a
level as possible.

And, continued Mr. Morrill:

This assumption is made for a variety of
reasons, Including:

A belief that decentralized government can
better address specific problems of a specific
area; and
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A concern for the potential loss of person-
al libertles brought on by strong centralized
government.

And, Mr. Speaker, while I do not ac-
cept the narrow and simplistic assump-
tions on which Mr. Morrill rested this
highly important public policy proposal,
I did not become overly distressed with
the Morrill document unfil it became ap-
parent that Mr. Morrill proposed not
new legislation to accomplish his objec-
tives, but rather, he suggested imple-
menting his proposals behind the back
of Congress.

For Mr. Morrill acknowledged that
Congress would not sit idly by while he
eviscerated this program.

But, he said, no matter, for:

An alternative is to administratively im-

plement this option under current legisla-
tion.

And, he continued:

Specifically, DHEW rhetoric should rein-
force strict observance by the states but
SRS management efforts should be focused
upon reducing unnecessary restrictions, re-
porting requirements, data collection, et ce-
tera, by the states.

And, finally, Mr. Speaker, I should
quote to you the following interesting
language from Mr. Morrill’'s document.
He said:

In general, the programs in this area have
not held up well under critical scrutiny of
their performance,

And he said this was true for a number
of reasons, including:

The program objectives are vaguely defined,
or conflicting objectives are held by various
actors in the process. For example, the Fed-
eral goal for vocational rehabilitation is to
obtain employment for the physically hand-
icapped; at the individual counselor level
that goal tends to translate into “‘classify
as rehabilitated as many eligible persons as
possible.”

But if we turn to Mr. Reedy’s July 18th
memorandum to Mr. Dwight, in defense
of the rehabilitation program, we hear
a different conclusion. Mr. Reedy says,
not so:

There Is general goal congruence within
the State-Federal VR Program. Traditionally,
the Federal role has included leadership,
transfer of resources, and capacity bullding.

And, Mr. Reedy continued:

As we move into the rehabilitation of the
more severely disabled, the Federal role be-
comes more crucial in these areas, partic-
ularly in capacity building in special dis-
ability areas.

And Mr. Reedy continued to label as
incorrect any notion that the handi-
capped person is generally able to pur-
chase the services he needs without
counseling assistance. Said he:

The assumption behind the proposal to
substitute cash assistance for the current VR
program is that the disabled individual is
capable and motivated to plan his rehabill-
tation program and to seek from vendors the
services which he needs to implement that
program, and further that such services are
readily avallable for purchase. Generally, this
is not the case. Normally, the disabled in-
dividual has little knowledge as to his spe-
cific rehabilitation needs or of the avail-
ability of essential services,

And, concluded Mr. Reedy:
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This is where the VR counselor plays a
critical role in providing professional advice
in helping the Individual develop an appro-
priate rehabilitation plan tallored to his
needs, while preserving the client’s freedom
of cholce.

Now, I know, Mr. Speaker, that any of
my colleagues who had the opportunity
to attend the oversight hearing con-
ducted by the Selected Education Sub-
committee last August, or who have had
a chance to read the transcript of that
hearing, are aware that Mr. Morrill was
simply unable to answer these objections
on the part of Mr. Reedy.

SUPPORTING RHETORIC

Nor, Mr. Speaker, was Mr. Morrill able
to tell us Low his criticisms of the effec-
tiveness of the rehabilitation program
could be reconciled with the following
statement:

The Vocational Rehabilitation program is
among the successful in HEW. A number of
benefit-cost analyses have been made. They
differ with respect to methods and assump-
tions, but agree on an important point: the
benefits of the program are many times its
cost, Conservative estimates of the ratio of
benefits to costs have ranged between 8 to 1
and 35 to 1.

Whose words are those? They are
those of none other than Caspar Wein-
berger, Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, spoken
before the Senate Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee earlier this year during
his confirmation hearings.

And, continued Mr. Weinberger:

I can assure you there is not the slightest
question as to the Administration’s support

of the vocational rehahbilitation program, nor
is there on my part.

Mr. Speake-, I should point out that
we did, indeed, hear such supportive
rhetoric for the rehabilitation program
during the oversight hearing at which
the planning memorandum came to light.

For, said Mr. Dwight in his opening
statement:

I would like to state at the outset my
strong belief in the goals and activities of the
rehabilitation program. It is one of the oldest
and certainly one of the most successful of
the Federal human resources programs.

And Mr. Morrill, himself, at that hear-
ing went out of his way to endorse Mr.
Dwight's statement, saying: “the evi-
dence I have seen clearly supports that
judgment.”

And the evidence Mr. Morrill had—if
we are fo believe the testimony of
Secretary Weinberger—clearly did sup-
port that judgment, Mr. Speaker.

But Mr. Morrill clearly was not infer-
ested in pursuing that evidence. For, as
he admitted to me under questioning:

He had not consulted the rehabilita~-

tion experts in the field with respect to
his plans; and

He had no evaluation to back up his
contention that the rehabilitation pro-
gram was ineffective.

In short, he had no evidence, but only
id